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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Walking is an important transportation
mode with many benefits. It serves as a
means of transportation  without -Thomas Jefferson

“Of all exercises walking is the best.”

creating adverse effects such as
pollution, noise, or traffic congestion.
Walking does not require the continuous construction of travel lanes, requires no tolls or
parking spaces, and reduces the petroleum consumption normally associated with
motorized transportation. In addition, walking is one of the most ideal forms of exercise
as it helps people maintain an active lifestyle without placing undue stress on them
physically.

This document contains information to help citizens and agencies evaluate and improve
pedestrian facilities in regions throughout the State of Georgia. The Georgia Guidebook
for Pedestrian Planning is intended as a tool to supplement existing assessment
procedures. It is not intended as a prescriptive document, but rather as a source of
information to help agencies and citizens implement improved pedestrian facilities.

This Guidebook reviews pedestrian prioritization procedures, discusses potential funding
sources for pedestrian improvement projects, reviews current pedestrian laws in the State
of Georgia, and provides information on how to improve the safety and usability of
pedestrian facilities.

The Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning has been developed under the direction
and sponsorship of the Georgia Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway
Administration. It was developed over a two-year period with the guidance of an
advisory panel. An extensive review was conducted on the state of the practice of
pedestrian planning and an advisory group convened from a broad range of stakeholders
to offer input on the material for the Guidebook. The Advisory Group met to brainstorm
on a vision and objectives for pedestrian planning in the state of Georgia, and to assess
findings as the project progressed through various stages. The Advisory Group also
reviewed the draft document and provided feedback that was incorporated in the
development of the final version of the Guidebook.
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CHAPTER 1 -- INTRODUCTION

What Is a Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning?

The State of Georgia is comprised of a diverse population with varying transportation needs. A
robust transportation infrastructure system incorporates elements essential for equitable mobility.
These elements should include facilities for motorized and non-motorized users. Fundamental to
non-motorized transportation is the pedestrian facility. This document outlines methods for
evaluating, funding and prioritizing pedestrian facilities.

There are many agencies responsible for funding,
building and maintaining the transportation
infrastructure within the State of Georgia. As a result,
this document is intended to serve the needs of all
governing jurisdictions including state, regional,
county, local, and private transportation organizations.
For jurisdictions with existing pedestrian plans, this
document is intended to supplement their current plans
and procedures.

- The purpose of this Guidebook is not to prescribe how
Pedestrians in Woodruff Park, local agencies should develop and prioritize pedestrian
Atlanta projects, but rather to elevate attention to the growing

demand for pedestrian facilities and provide
supplemental resources for jurisdictions to use in evaluating their transportation needs. The
Guidebook addresses evaluation of pedestrian facilities based on perceived pedestrian
deficiencies (safety hazards, system gaps and demands) as well as potential pedestrian issues
including connectivity, integration, and funding limitations. The document also identifies
potential funding sources, summarizes pedestrian laws in the State of Georgia, and provides
guidelines for evaluating and improving the safety of proposed or existing features.

The demand for pedestrian facilities is growing across the United States in both urban and rural
environments. A first step toward addressing these needs is recognizing the benefits of a robust
pedestrian environment to the State of Georgia’s residents and visitors.

How Does the Georgia Pedestrian & Streetscape Guide Fit In?

The Georgia Department of Transportation sponsored the development of the Pedestrian &
Streetscape Guide (located on the Internet at: http://www.dot.state.ga.us/bikeped/). The
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document provides information on how to design, construct, and maintain pedestrian facilities. It
includes eleven design toolkits that address general design, accessibility, children and school
zones access, a variety of pedestrian facility design characteristics, pedestrian access to transit,
pedestrian needs and site design, and work zone pedestrian safety.

This Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning is intended to complement the Pedestrian & Streetscape
Guide. Whereas the Pedestrian & Streetscape Guide focuses on physical design, construction,
and maintenance, the Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning focuses on assessment and
prioritization strategies. As a result, the two documents address separate components of the
development of statewide pedestrian infrastructure targeted to meet the needs of communities.

Who Should Use This Document?

This document is intended as a resource for any Georgia agency (public or private) or entity
responsible for evaluation and/or prioritization of transportation facilities.

The Importance of “Walkable Communities”

There are many benefits associated with achieving a
pedestrian-friendly community. Benefits include:

= Improved health by regular walking;

= A viable alternative transportation mode for
mobility and access;

= |mproved use of available space;

= Reduced traffic congestion, air and noise
pollution, petroleum consumption, and wear
and tear normally associated with motorized

transportation; Walkable Communities in

= A strengthened sense of community and Savannah, GA
livability that appeals to residents as well as
visitors;

= More efficient land use patterns that can support public transportation and efficient
delivery of services (i.e. water, sewer, roads, fire/police, etc.); and

= Improved mobility and access for those who rely on walking for transportation — the
young, the elderly, the disabled, and the poor.

Everyone begins and ends a trip as a pedestrian. Walking is a fundamental form of
transportation. It helps users to achieve and maintain physical and mental health. In addition,
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pedestrian-friendly regions appeal to residents and visitors and strengthen the sense of
community.

For many years, the transportation emphasis in the United States, including the State of Georgia,
has been to promote facilities that can accommodate large volumes of motorized vehicles in
order to enhance regional mobility; however, often a short trip can be best achieved on foot.
Unfortunately, the historic emphasis on motorized transportation has resulted in facilities that
may not always safely accommodate pedestrians -- even for the short trip.

A renewed focus on enhancing pedestrian access in Georgia will create a balanced and more
“Complete Street” where all users, including pedestrians with disabilities, can be accommodated
safely and equitably. By promoting the pedestrian trip, communities can benefit by a healthier
population with more transportation options and an environmentally-friendly mode of
transportation.

Plan Vision and Goals

In 1995, the Georgia State Transportation Board adopted several long term transportation goals
that included the following (as outlined in the 1997 Georgia Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan):

= Promote non-motorized transportation as a means of congestion management;
= Promote non-motorized transportation as an environmentally-friendly means of mobility;
= Promote connectivity of non-motorized facilities with other modes of transportation;

= Promote bicycling and walking as mobility options in urban and rural areas of the state;
and

= Encourage economic development opportunities that enhance bicycle and pedestrian
mobility.

The development of the Georgia Guidebook on Pedestrian Planning is a result of these goals
adopted a decade ago. The vision and goals of this Guidebook are therefore designed to support
the overall statewide goals articulated by the State Transportation Board.
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A

Vision for the Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning

In general, a vision should concisely define what a course of action is expected to accomplish.
The vision of the Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning is as follows:

The Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning envisions a
transportation system where walking is a viable
transportation choice and residents and visitors are able to
walk safely and conveniently to accomplish their daily

activities as well as maintain active and healthy lifestyles.

Goals for the Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning

Because many decisions affecting pedestrians are made at the local level, it is important that
pedestrian planning occurs at the local and regional levels, as well as the state level. The
Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning encompasses four broad goals. Each goal has
specific supporting objectives. The Guidebook goals will assist regional and local agencies with
pedestrian planning in order to:
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= Enhance pedestrian safety on Georgia’s transportation

system.

» Provide for a more seamless integration of pedestrian

facilities into Georgia’s transportation system.

» |ntegrate planning for pedestrians more fully into
agency planning and design processes for Georgia’s

urban and rural areas.

= Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented

environments for all Georgia’s citizens and visitors.

To accomplish these goals, a series of objectives with supporting performance measures is
essential. These are summarized as follows:

Goal #1: Enhance pedestrian safety on Georgia’s transportation system

Objectives for Goal #1:

Provide “Safe Routes to School” programs.

Prioritize project investments from a total safety perspective.

Strengthen and enforce traffic laws to protect pedestrians, including pedestrians with
disabilities.

Encourage the use of technology for law enforcement (e.g., speed cameras).

Educate both pedestrians and motorists on pedestrian rights and rules of the road.

Incorporate pedestrian facilities into transportation and recreational projects that provide
for safe movement of all pedestrians, including pedestrians with disabilities.

Provide resources on Georgia’s pedestrian-related statutes on the Georgia Department of
Transportation’s website.

Inventory crossings at uncontrolled intersections on arterial streets and develop
improvement plan.

Retrofit transit routes with sidewalks and safe crossings.
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Allocate equitable share of state’s federal safety funds to mitigate pedestrian hazards.

Goal #2: Provide for a more seamless integration of pedestrian facilities into Georgia’s

transportation system

Objectives for Goal #2:

Educate local communities on the value of providing pedestrian connectivity in new and
existing developments.

Eliminate physical barriers and gaps in existing sidewalk networks.

Create sidewalk retrofit programs for roads where pedestrian movements are expected,
and where existing sidewalks need repair.

Adopt the “Complete Streets” concept whereby the transportation corridor addresses the
needs of all users as a basic foundation for urban street design.

Enhance a policy on context sensitive design as an important design approach to integrate
Georgia transportation facilities with the adjacent land use character.

Provide resources on the health and environmental benefits of walking to encourage local
communities to adopt more proactive, pedestrian-friendly design policies.

Integrate local pedestrian plans into the state, regional and area-wide transportation plans,
TIPs and STIP.

Goal #3: Integrate planning for pedestrians more fully into agency planning and design

processes for Georgia urban and rural areas

Obijectives for Goal #3:

Page 6

Encourage metropolitan planning organizations (MPOSs), regional development centers
(RDCs), and community planning agencies to include pedestrian projects in their
Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs), Construction Work Programs (CWPs),
and planning processes.

Establish policies and formal agreements among relevant agencies (e.g., transportation,
enforcement, school boards, etc.) that formalize pedestrian planning procedures.

Educate local communities on the importance of removing procedural barriers that limit
the consideration of pedestrian facilities in community development projects.

Promote the use of the Georgia Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide.
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Goal #4: Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented environments for all of

Georgia’s cities and counties

Obijectives for Goal #4:

Provide funding sources for planning, developing, and maintaining a high quality state,
regional, and local pedestrian-friendly development.

Give higher priority to facilities that enhance access to transit, mixed use, walkable
mixed use centers, schools, hospitals and senior centers.

Educate local cities, counties, school boards and other agencies responsible for land
development on the value of adopting zoning codes that promote pedestrian-oriented,
mixed use developments.

Develop education, awareness, and outreach information for pedestrian planning and post
on the Georgia Department of Transportation website, and provide links to pedestrian
plans for local jurisdictions on this outreach website.

This Guidebook provides basic tools that can be implemented as a first step toward achieving
these objectives and goals.
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CHAPTER 2 -- PLANNING AND PRIORITIZING PROJECTS

This chapter discusses criteria for evaluating the current conditions of existing pedestrian
facilities and identifying pedestrian needs. The chapter also discusses safety issues to be
considered in pedestrian facility planning. A framework is presented to assist agencies with
prioritizing the construction of needed pedestrian facilities, and a benefit/cost analysis procedure
is presented to guide economic assessments to evaluate projects competing for limited funds.

. . The intent of a facilities inventory and condition
Walking Trip Purpose assessment is to understand the condition and
14% 79, location of current pedestrian facilities. If your
schooll  earning agency does not already have an inventory of
churc hicivic a living - —_— - - -
[ Ui pedestrian facilities, this information can be
compiled over a period of time and the agency can
still use the procedures discussed in this Guide for

localized evaluation of pedestrian needs. The gap

34% 43% between the current and desired condition of
pctoCIMN | fam iy Dusinass existing pedestrian facilities, as characterized by a
jurisdiction’s vision and goals for pedestrian travel

--Bureau of Transportation Statistics and recreation, reflect existing needs for

pedestrian projects. An inventory and condition
assessment may be conducted at a local, regional or statewide scale. The purpose in each case
would be to identify existing pedestrian facility location, condition, connectivity, and
maintenance issues in order to assess what projects are needed to evolve the pedestrian
infrastructure system toward achieving the community’s goals for the pedestrian environment.
Because the budget is typically constrained for meeting the needs of the system, it is often
necessary to have some rationale or criteria for prioritizing projects by focusing on system
deficiencies and opportunities.  Project prioritization analysis should involve economic
constraints, safety, and user and community needs. This chapter includes a framework for
prioritizing projects and guidance for conducting a benefit-cost assessment for pedestrian
projects.

Evaluating Current Conditions for Existing Pedestrian Facilities

The Georgia Department of Transportation’s 2000 Statewide Transportation Plan defines
pedestrian facilities as sidewalks and on-street facilities, walkways and trails, curb ramps,
crosswalks, grade separations (e.g., underpasses and overpasses), wide shoulders (rural areas),
traffic control devices, furnishings that create a pedestrian-friendly atmosphere, and other
technologies, design features and strategies intended to encourage pedestrian travel (e.g., traffic
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calming), planting strips, shelters and public art (GDOT, 2000). Pedestrian facilities typically
consist of sidewalks and walkways. Sidewalks and walkways are designed as exterior routes to
provide pedestrian accessibility. Walkways are generally pedestrian paths, including plazas and
courtyards (ITE, 1998). A sidewalk is a paved pathway paralleling a highway, road, or street and
is intended for pedestrian use (AASHTO, 2004). Demand paths, signed shared roadways and
paved shoulders in some cases may function as pedestrian facilities, but are insufficient. An
inventory of existing facilities should be developed before the comprehensive condition of
facilities can be assessed. Such inventories, if not already available, are typically developed
through field surveys. Inventory data for pedestrian facilities, such as the location, type and
extent of facilities, may be collected using Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and stored in a
database with Geographic Information Systems (GIS) capabilities. Examples of pedestrian
inventories are included in Appendix E.

Resources

The Georgia Department of Transportation’s (GDOT) Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide states
that pedestrian facilities should be built in accordance with existing federal, state, and local
standards as applicable. The Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide indicates that deviations from the
standards may be necessary and acceptable; however a facility should not typically be built to
less than the minimum standards described. Several documents that provide guidance and
standards for pedestrian facility design also provide information that is useful when conducting
needs assessments for pedestrian facilities. Table 1 presents an abridged list of resources for
pedestrian facility design.

Factors Affecting Pedestrian Facility Condition

Several factors should be considered when conducting a condition assessment for pedestrian
facilities. The objective is to identify deficiencies in existing facilities, i.e., to characterize how
the existing facilities (or lack thereof) could prevent potential pedestrians from walking
conveniently, comfortably, and safely to their desired destinations. Some of these factors are
discussed below.

= Do existing facilities/systems have the appropriate connectivity and continuity?
Complete systems of interconnected streets, pedestrian walkways, and other pedestrian
facilities tend to increase pedestrian travel (GDOT Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide,
2003). Discontinuous sidewalks can create problems for pedestrians’ access and safety
(ITE 1998). People who have confined mobility via wheelchair and live in low income
housing, apartment complexes or duplex housing may have discontinuous sidewalks
between the complex and nearby commercial districts. Various guidelines and standards
provide recommendations on the need for sidewalks. The Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ (ITE) guidelines, for example, base sidewalk requirements on land use,
roadway functional classification, and dwelling unit densities (residential).
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Discontinuities may be identified in areas where there is a demand for walking but no
sidewalks exist.

= Do the existing facilities follow design requirements? Are the relevant guidelines and
adopted standards followed and, if deviated from, is this design exception justified and
documented? Table 1 lists several sources that contain guidelines and standards for
pedestrian facility design. Design standards define attributes such as the widths and
grades, etc., of facilities.

Table 1. Resources on Guidance and Standards for Pedestrian Facility Design

= Design Standards, Zoning Codes and Development Codes of Local
Jurisdictions. Miscellaneous Sources.

= Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide. http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/plan-
prog/planning/projects/bicycle/ped_streetscape guide/index.shtml, Georgia
Department of Transportation. Also found at www.dot.state.ga.us - click on
“Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation” under “Featured Links”.

= Guide for Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian Facilities. American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 2004.

= A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. American Association
of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 2004.

= Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities. A Proposed Recommended Practice
for the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE), ITE Technical Council Committee 5A-5, 1998.

= Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access. Part | of I1l. Reviewing Guidelines
and Existing Practices. Federal Highway Administration, United States
Department of Transportation (1999).

= Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, Federal Highway Administration.
United States Department of Transportation (2003).

= American with Disabilities Act, 28 CFR Part 35, Nondiscrimination on the
Basis of Disability in State and Local Government Services: Final Rule.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice. 1991.

= Draft Guidelines for Accessible Rights-of-Way. Access Board. Washington,
D.C.: United States Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board. 2002.
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Are there obstacles/barriers on existing facilities/systems? Obstacles or barriers in the
pedestrian environment are described as objects that limit the vertical passage space,
protrude into the circulation route, or reduce the clearance width of the sidewalks.
Obstacles include planters, public telephones, sign poles, snow, permanent trash
receptacles, street furniture, trees and low-hanging tree limbs, bushes, and shrubs.

Are existing facilities well-functioning? Do the facilities have adequate widths and sight
distances, accessible grades, and alignment to avoid blind corners and assure good
drainage? Poorly functioning pedestrian facilities can adversely affect their overall
usefulness and the desire of pedestrians to use these facilities. Inadequate facilities can
also constitute safety hazards for users of the system, particularly pedestrians with
disabilities, children, and the elderly.

Are the existing facilities properly maintained? Maintenance quality relates to the
surface of the sidewalk. Sidewalks are prone to damage caused by environmental and
other conditions. Maintaining sidewalks is an essential part of providing access to public
rights-of-way. Sidewalks in poor condition can limit access or impact the health and
safety of pedestrians. Overgrown plants, shrubbery, or trees can block the view of
drivers at street corners making it difficult to see pedestrians or bicyclists. Several
guidelines and standards exist on maintaining pedestrian facilities. For example, ITE
(1998) recommends that local and state agencies adopt guidelines for the maintenance of
pedestrian facilities that should include a regular program of inspection. Sidewalks
should be inspected for changes in level caused by buckled materials, cracks, curbs
without ramps, drainage grates, grooves in concrete, heaving and settlement due to frost,
railroad tracks, tree roots breaking through the sidewalk surface, tree grates, and uneven
transitions between streets, gutters and ramps. Poorly-maintained sidewalks can result in
tripping hazards and violations of ADA standards. Changes in level can cause
ambulatory pedestrians to trip or catch the casters of a manual wheelchair causing the
wheelchair to come to an abrupt stop or overturn. People who are blind or who have low
vision may not anticipate changes in level (ITE 1998, FHWA 1999). A common
seasonal maintenance issue in the southern United States is leaf maintenance. In the fall,
leaves often fall on sidewalks or are swept or blown onto sidewalks from adjacent areas
such as yards, streets or driveways. If leaves remain in place they can become slippery
and pose a significant hazard to the safety of facility users. Expeditious removal of
leaves is an easy and effective regular sidewalk maintenance activity that can improve
facility use and the safety of the pedestrian corridor.

Do the existing facilities/systems have appropriate signage? Pedestrian facilities should
be well delineated, signed and marked. Appropriate signage is particularly necessary to
prevent safety hazards. Several standard references (see Table 1) outline standards for
appropriate signage.
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= Are the existing facilities/systems consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act?
The American with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a civil rights law guaranteeing non-
discrimination in the provision of public programs and facilities. It requires that
pedestrian facilities provide access for all users, including those with disabilities. If a
pedestrian facility (such as a sidewalk or street crossing) is provided for able-bodied
pedestrians, it also must accommodate pedestrians with disabilities. Each jurisdiction is
required to develop a Transition Plan for making existing facilities accessible. It may be
desirable to coordinate pedestrian planning with a jurisdiction’s ADA Transition Plan.
Kinney v. Yerusalem (1993) determined that a street resurfacing was an alteration that
triggered the ADA requirement to install curb ramps at marked and unmarked crossings,
and such work may be an opportunity to improve pedestrian facilities. A more recent
ADA case, Barden v. City of Sacramento (2002), addressed the city’s ADA Transition
Plan and its implementation. This case set a nationwide precedent requiring cities and
other public entities to make all public sidewalks accessible. As a result of the court’s
ruling in this case, public entities must address barriers such as missing or unsafe curb
cuts throughout the public sidewalk system, as well as barriers that block access along the
length of the sidewalks. Unmarked crosswalks where two streets intersect can be a
problem, especially in lower-income communities where several individuals and
households do not own automobiles; industrial areas where people park on one side of the
street and walk across the street to access the building where they work; for individuals
who walk from residential homes or apartments to work, near Head Start Schools; or for
people who have limited English language skills.

= Do the existing facilities cater to children and the senior citizen communities? Children
and older adults, who are most likely to rely on pedestrian travel for transportation, have
a high risk of pedestrian fatalities or injuries. While 5-9-year old males are most at risk
for pedestrian injuries, people over 65 are two to four times more likely than any other
age group to die when involved in a pedestrian-motor vehicle collision (GDOT
Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide, 2003). Appropriate references (see Table 1) should be
consulted for standards on the location of pedestrian islands and signalization of
pedestrian crosswalks, particularly where pedestrians have to cross several lanes. In
addition, resting places/benches, shade trees, public bathrooms, drinking fountains and
trash receptacles all contribute to enhancing the pedestrian environment.

Additional data that may be collected for a comprehensive pedestrian facility database may
include security features (e.g., lighting along streets), safety risks (e.g., traffic volumes and
speeds), cleanliness, levels of vandalism, litter and aesthetic conditions, the condition of public
restrooms and other services along pedestrian facilities, as well as the condition of available
street furniture. Where available, the interface with regional transit systems is also an important
feature for a pedestrian database.
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Identifying Pedestrian Needs for Regions

When planning on a regional basis, pedestrian
networks within targeted areas such as around train
stations, transit oriented developments, bus stops and
schools must be considered. Pedestrian networks and
facilities are necessary for neighborhoods, cities, and
towns to provide safe access between destinations and
encourage walking within appropriate distances. In
particular, retrofitting transit routes with sidewalks and
safe crossings would enhance the pedestrian
environment in areas with high walkability potential
and may increase transit use.

Pedestrians in Downtown Atlanta

While the assessment of existing pedestrian facilities

and systems focuses on the needs of current users, this process may also identify ways to extend
the facilities to serve future users better. This may include developing complete networks of
pedestrian facilities in areas of the region with anticipated high walkability. Regional needs
assessment must thus occur at a macro scale and include an assessment of existing conditions as
well as regional trends, existing and proposed land uses, and anticipated opportunities for
walking. Consideration must also be given to how pedestrian projects can be used to create or
enhance pedestrian-oriented environments and improve walkability. Various factors that should
be considered in a regional level analysis are discussed below.

= Accessibility: Accessibility measures the proximity of a location to pedestrian attractors
(e.g., schools, parks, commercial centers, and major transit stops), and can help agencies
identify areas and corridors with high potential for pedestrian activity. Pedestrian access
zones can be established based on typical walking distances to attractors, and the number
of attractors, in order to identify areas and corridors suitable for pedestrian access priority
classification. Safe Routes to School Programs are an example of accessibility-based
procedures for determining pedestrian needs.

Another accessibility-based pedestrian design procedure relates to the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA); these guidelines require the provision of accessibility to disabled
persons. For example, these improvements could occur through upgrades of existing
ramps and sidewalks or as part of resurfacing or other construction projects.

= Connectivity: Connectivity measures the degree to which the pedestrian network is
connected to the street system and various destinations. It includes an assessment of how
well the existing pedestrian networks comply with spacing requirements for accessways
and the ease with which pedestrians can get to various destinations. The ease of street
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crossing (measured by looking at the frequency of crossing opportunities, roadway
capacity, motor vehicle speeds, the presence of signals, and the presence of pedestrian
islands) is one measure of connectivity and would affect the degree to which pedestrians
use existing facilities. The inability of pedestrians to cross streets easily would reduce
walkability in any particular area or corridor, reduce system connectivity, and affect
pedestrian safety.

= Continuity: Continuity measures whether or not there is a continuous sidewalk, which
would be particularly important in pedestrian high access zones. Considered at a regional
level, continuity would also refer to gaps in networks of sidewalks. Gaps in networks
where there is a high potential for walkability would point to areas or corridors with a
high priority for gap closures.

= System Coverage: System coverage captures the extent of pedestrian facilities available.
Assessing the percent of sidewalks provided along arterials, major collectors, and
neighborhood routes within pedestrian access zones could help determine the need to
extend the existing system to capture latent pedestrian demand in areas of high pedestrian
access or need. Areas where demand paths have been created, where no pedestrian
facilities currently exist, would point to a natural demand for extending coverage. Where
demand paths end, one may see people crossing several lanes of traffic to get to nearby
neighborhoods. In many cases, demand paths are found near low-income housing, rental
communities, industrial areas or bus stops. Individuals and households that do not own
automobiles may often be seen walking along demand paths. The terminals of demand
paths may provide cues on the appropriate pedestrian facilities to support safe pedestrian
movements to walking destinations.

= Demographic Analysis: Understanding the demographics of residents of particular cities
and regions is an important input for determining the types of pedestrian facilities that
could enhance existing quality of life. Some areas may emerge as having a high potential
for recreational pedestrian facilities. In other areas, dominated by lower-income
populations that are transit dependent, the more pressing needs may be for pedestrian
facilities that enhance transportation between destinations including transit terminals and
other modes of transportation. Areas with a high concentration of disabled or elderly
residents may require additional time on the crossing phase, or other technological
adjustments. However it is important not to spend too much time or money on
unnecessary demographic data. For example, lots of analysis has been done on the
gender of the pedestrian or crash victim. This information is of limited value since there
is not one engineering treatment used for women, and another for men.

= Air Quality: Regions with poor air quality may be suitable candidates for improved
pedestrian activity if such activity could significantly reduce existing traffic congestion
and subsequently demonstrate tangible improvements in air quality. Such improvements
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would likely have to be coordinated at a regional scale with changes in land use planning
that promote pedestrian-oriented developments, reduce the need for automobile travel
and support the use of public transportation. In addition, agencies in such regions would
need to address the potential effects of poor air quality on pedestrians as the region
transitioned from a more automobile-centered to a more pedestrian-oriented environment.

Assessing Safety Issues for Pedestrians

The safety evaluation of pedestrian infrastructure can be .
challenging since it is probable that most prospective Although pedestrian relateg
pedestrians will completely avoid a location where they | Crashes make up less than 1%
perceive a potential threat to their safety. In addition, many of the total crashes in Georgloa,
minor injury pedestrian crashes are often not reported to the they accounted for ngquy e
police. As a result, evaluating a system using only reported of th? annual fatalities on
pedestrian crash information is useful to identify known | G€orgiaroadways from 2000
crash locations, but may not provide a comprehensive picture through 2003.

of the entire safety situation. Safety assessment of a -Georgia Department of Motor
pedestrian  system  requires evaluation of several Vehicles

characteristics. These characteristics are summarized below.
Additional information on pedestrian safety and education
strategies is provided in Chapter 5, including statistics on pedestrian fatalities within Georgia as
well as potential countermeasures for addressing pedestrian safety problems.

First, the pedestrian facility can be separated into two categories: local access versus business
access. It is important to consider the functional use of a pedestrian facility, as each type of
facility has the propensity to attract a unique group of users. For example, facilities that are
considered recreational, residential, or rural are primarily used for exercise and localized trips
(walking the dog, running to the neighborhood store, etc.) or as a starting point for a longer
multi-modal trip such as a connection to transit. For this type of facility, one of the most
vulnerable users is the distracted child. As an example, safety concerns for this type of facility
may be characterized by someone darting into the active travel lane unexpectedly. For instance,
children tend to dart from parked cars in busy grocery store parking lots to return empty
shopping carts to the front of the store or cart corral after groceries are loaded into the car. Often
the mother has more than one child and stays in the car with a younger child or children. The
business access-oriented pedestrian facility, on the other hand, is generally located in regions
with adjacent dense commercial or mixed-use development. A typical facility user would be a
commuter or customer, and any children in this area would likely be supervised closely by an
adult. The following safety assessment indicators, therefore, are applicable to both types of
facilities, but the weight of their importance may vary based on the anticipated use of the
pedestrian system.
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= Pedestrian Crash Data: As previously discussed, pedestrian crash data can be a useful
indicator for known hazardous pedestrian locations. Such data provides important
information regarding common types of crashes (see Chapter 5 for more information on
this topic), and helps safety professionals understand better how and where common
pedestrian crashes occur and what type of pedestrians are involved. The pedestrian crash
data, however, does not offer a comprehensive picture of the total safety condition as
many pedestrians avoid hazardous locations completely and many minor-injury
pedestrian crashes are not reported.

= Motor Vehicle Speed: Roadway corridors with high motor vehicle operating speeds
create hazardous conditions for pedestrians. A common safety statistic cited from
research performed in the United Kingdom shows that there is a 5% chance that
pedestrians struck by a vehicle traveling at 20 mph will die. For 30 mph conditions, the
probability increases to 45%. For roads with

operating speeds of 40 mph, there is an 85%
STOP_ for likelihood that pedestrians impacted by a
Pedestrians. motor vehicle will die (UKDOT, 1987). These
staggering statistics are due to the reduced
Think of the stopping sight distance available to a higher
speed vehicle and the resulting greater impact

You Could Make! speed at the crash location.

= Motor Vehicle Volume: Streets characterized by high vehicle volumes create a greater
exposure risk to the pedestrian (i.e., more vehicles to avoid when crossing the street).
High volume conditions also affect the sense of community for a roadway corridor as the
road essentially acts as a wall that separates the businesses or residences on each side of
the road.

= Sight Distance/Visibility: In addition to stopping sight
distance concerns due to high vehicle speeds (see motor
vehicle speed discussion); roadside features often prohibit
unobstructed views of pedestrians. This visibility is
particularly important during the nighttime hours as well
as at locations such as driveways or alleys where
pedestrian visibility may be obstructed by landscaping,
utility poles, walls, shelters, or similar roadside items.

CAN SEE YOU.

Be Safe.
Be Smart.
Be Seen.

y,

= Transit Corridors: There is a strong correlation between transit corridors and pedestrian
crashes. This is due to the high volume of pedestrians crossing the roadway to get to and
from bus stops. Also, bus routes are often found along busy multi-lane roadways with
high traffic volumes.
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= On-Street Parking: Many traffic calming advocates promote on-street parking as a
method to reduce vehicle speeds and subsequently create a safer road environment for
pedestrians; however, on-street parking often obstructs the view by a driver of a
pedestrian who steps between parked vehicles into the roadway. On-street parking also,
by its very nature, requires the driver of the vehicle to step into an active roadway to enter
and exit his or her vehicle. As a result, on-street parking can create hazards to
pedestrians if due consideration is not given to the function of the adjacent roadway
(high-volume-high-speed road versus low-volume-local access road). On street parking,
however, does help physically to separate pedestrians walking adjacent to the street from
moving motor vehicles (see “Sidewalk Proximity” discussion below).

= Sidewalk Proximity to Motor Vehicle Lanes: The orientation of pedestrian facilities,
particularly sidewalks, to adjacent travel lanes can have a direct influence on pedestrian
safety, and it clearly affects the pedestrians’ perception of safety. Separating the
sidewalks from the streets with a buffer (often used for landscaping) can substantially
reduce the risk of pedestrian exposure and consequently improve safety. Other means for
providing safety buffers may include the placement of bicycle lanes (for adults) between
motor vehicle lanes and pedestrian facilities. While on-street parking (see previous
discussion) creates possible visibility hazards, it does offer the benefit of further
separating pedestrians from adjacent travel lanes.

= Street Crossing Distance: The required distance for a pedestrian to cross the street is
directly related to the number and width of lanes on the roadway as well as the presence
of pedestrian refuge islands or raised medians. Wider roads are more dangerous for
pedestrians unless consideration is given to providing such refuge. GDOT uses 4
feet/second as a typical walking speed; however, areas with a high number of elderly or
disabled pedestrians may require a different timing standard. The draft Accessibility
Guidelines for Public Rights of Way reduces the typical walking speed used for crossing
time calculations to 3 feet/second.

= Crossings at Uncontrolled Intersections: Crossings at uncontrolled intersections on
arterial streets present various safety problems. Agencies may enhance pedestrian safety
by developing an inventory of crossings on arterial streets to find crosswalks with safety
problems and creating improvement plans to address existing deficiencies. Appendix E
contains information on the City of Seattle’s Crosswalk Inventory and Improvement Plan.

= Traffic Signal Timing/Phasing: In addition to pedestrian refuge areas, the timing of a
traffic signal should assure adequate time for pedestrians to cross the roadway. In
locations with high pedestrian volumes, an exclusive pedestrian signal phase further
improves safety.
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Different signalization schemes can have an effect on pedestrian safety at an intersection.
Some schemes, such as exclusive pedestrian phasing and split phasing, need careful
consideration to avoid confusing visually-impaired pedestrians. Protected phasing tends
to provide the most straightforward operation for pedestrians, as pedestrians are provided
with a dedicated walk phase concurrent with the through traffic movements. However,
where permissive or protected/permissive signal phasing is provided, there is the
additional conflict of left turning vehicles that could impact pedestrian safety: in
particular, left-turning vehicles may be more aggressive in the turns under a permissive
scenario since they are making the maneuver within gaps in the through traffic and may
be distracted by the approaching traffic.

Where appropriate, modifications can be made to the timing plan or phasing at an
intersection to enhance the pedestrian environment. Examples of such modifications
include:

No Right on Red: Where allowed by law, the conflict between pedestrians and vehicles
turning right on red occurs most often when the driver of a turning vehicle is looking to
the left and does not perform an adequate search for pedestrians approaching from the
right and crossing perpendicularly to the vehicle. In addition, the sound of vehicles
turning right on red masks audible cues used by blind pedestrians to determine the
beginning of the crossing phase.

Leading Pedestrian Indication: A leading pedestrian interval entails retiming the signal
splits so that the pedestrian WALK signal begins a few seconds before the vehicular
green. As the vehicle signal is still red, this allows pedestrians to establish their presence
in the crosswalk before the turning vehicles, thereby enhancing the pedestrian right-of-
way.

= Reducing the Locations where Vehicles can Cross Pedestrian Paths: Any location where
a pedestrian must cross the direct path of a motor vehicle is a potential safety hazard.
Safety can be enhanced at common roadway locations such as mid-block crossings or at
intersections by reducing the likelihood of confusion. For example, a typical intersection
conflict occurs when a pedestrian crosses the road at the same time as a vehicle turns onto
the same road. At other locations such as driveways or parking lots, reducing the
locations where pedestrians must cross vehicle paths will substantially improve safety.
This can be achieved by using shared driveways, thereby reducing the number of
driveways to cross, or by orienting pedestrian pathways in parking lots parallel to the
primary direction of vehicular travel.
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Prioritizing Pedestrian Projects

The Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning promotes a transportation system where
walking is a viable transportation choice and residents and visitors are able to walk safely and
conveniently both to accomplish their daily activities and maintain active, healthy lifestyles. In
order to achieve this vision, the goals of the Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning are to:

1. Enhance pedestrian safety on Georgia’s transportation system;

2. Provide for a more seamless integration of pedestrian facilities into Georgia’s
transportation system;

3. Integrate planning for pedestrians more fully into agency planning and design processes,
and

4. Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented environments.

The project prioritization framework will help communities to progressively achieve the goals
and vision of the Guidebook. Communities may also modify the framework to include
additional objectives that support their local visions.

The Pedestrian Project Prioritization Framework

Limited budgets make it necessary to develop project priorities in order to progressively
accomplish goals in the most effective manner possible. A prioritization framework offers
criteria for ranking projects according to their relative effectiveness in helping to achieve the
community’s vision for pedestrian travel and recreation. The prioritization framework is
patterned along the lines of the City of Portland’s Pedestrian Potential Factors and Deficiency
Index Factors (Portland Pedestrian Master Plan 1998). This framework is based on two sets of
factors: one set measures the potential of an area or corridor for pedestrian activity and the other
measures existing deficiencies in the area or corridor relative to safe and convenient pedestrian
travel. These factors are accumulated to produce an aggregate Pedestrian Potential Factor and
Pedestrian Deficiency Factor respectively. These two aggregate factors are then compared for
all competing areas, corridors or projects, to determine and prioritize the areas of the highest
pedestrian potential and highest existing deficiencies as shown in Table 2.

Within the prioritization framework, a corridor characterized by numerous pedestrian/vehicle
crashes, high vehicle speed and volume, no sidewalks and long distances between crossings,
would have a higher deficiency index than a low speed, local street with no incidents -- and
therefore should be prioritized for funding. If a street has both a high potential for generating
walk trips but has no deficiencies, nothing would need to be changed, so funds could be
appropriately used elsewhere.

For Pedestrian Deficiency Factors (PDFs), the ratings 1 through 5 in the prioritization framework
depict conditions from very low to very high deficiency, respectively. Thus, for example, a
street with inadequate sight distances/visibility would be rated high or very high on the PDF
scale. Likewise, a corridor with relatively high speeds would be rated high on the PDF scale.
Corridors or areas with the highest pedestrian deficiencies should have the highest PDFs.
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For Pedestrian Potential Factors (PPFs), the ratings 1 through 5 in the prioritization framework
depict conditions from very low (non-favorable) to very high potential (highly favorable),
respectively. Thus, for example, a proposed sidewalk extension that would close a gap in a local
pedestrian network would be rated high or very high on the PPF scale in comparison with an
extension that did not close gaps in any significant way. Likewise, a project that was already
included in a local or regional agency’s transportation plan would be rated higher than one that
was not included in the plan. In essence, projects with the highest pedestrian potential should
have the highest aggregate PPFs. Thus, projects with the highest PPF values and highest PDF
value should receive the highest priority. Appendix A contains examples of how competing
projects can be compared and rated using the Prioritization Framework.

Page 20



Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning

T
A

0

Table 2. Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning Project Prioritization Framework

Score

Prioritization Criteria

1

Very
Low

2

Low

3

Medium

4
High

5
Very High

PEDESTRIAN DEFICIENCY FACTORS

GOAL 1: Enhance pedestrian safety on Georgia’s transportation system

. Pedestrian Crashes or Crash Rates

. Motor Vehicle Speed

. Motor Vehicle Volume

. Sight Distance/Visibility

. On-Street Parking Influence on Safety

. Sidewalk Proximity to Motor Vehicle Lanes

. Street Crossing Distance

. Traffic Signal Timing/Phasing

. Conflict Point Density

Sum of Pedestrian Deficiency Factors (XPDF)

PEDESTRIAN POTENTIAL FACTORS

GOALS 2/3: Provide for a more seamless integration of pedestrian
facilities into Georgia’s transportation system/ Integrate planning for
pedestrians more fully into agency planning and design processes

- Gap Closure: Filling of gaps in existing pedestrian network

. Modal Connectivity: Connection to another mode of
transportation

- Need: Potential or forecasted pedestrian flows

- Integration: Part of a community’s transportation plan

GOAL 4: Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented
environment

e  Connectivity-1: Degree of connection to important land uses (e.g.,
public parks, commercial centers, mixed use developments, etc.)

. Connectivity-11: Connection to schools (elementary, middle, high
schools, colleges)

. Integration: Part of a community’s comprehensive plan or urban
design strategy, ADA Transition Plan project, etc.

Funding/Implementation

. Political Support: Degree of community support

. Funding Availability: Leveraged funding

. Commitment: Part of ongoing project

Sum of Pedestrian Potential Factors (XPPF)

2 Potential Factors + X Deficiency Factors =
[Prioritizes high potential, high deficiency projects]
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Benefits and Costs of Pedestrian Projects

According to the 2001 National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) pedestrian trips account for
8.6% of all daily trips made (USDOT, 2001). However, walking typically still only comprises
between 1% and 4% of all trips in the United States (GDOT Pedestrian and Streetscape Guide,
2003). Thus, justifying pedestrian projects relative to other modal projects based purely on a
typical benefit/cost assessment may be difficult outside areas with high potential for walkability,
where walking is a practical and viable mode of transportation for daily activities, such as around
livable centers and mixed use developments. However, assessing candidate pedestrian projects
for various needs may be a valuable exercise, depending on available data. This exercise could
have several objectives, including the

Other . Lo . .
1.7% following: to justify that a project is
Personal economically viable; or to determine the
vehicle-single Most economical project alternative for an
occupant  established need, given several competing
37.6% alternatives. Using benefit/cost analysis
(BCA) to demonstrate that projects are
economically viable entails assessing and
comparing project costs and benefits.
Once a list of economically feasible
projects has been determined, projects on

Walk
8.6%

School bus
1.7%
Transit
1.5%

Personal this list may then be evaluated using the
vehicle-multiple Prioritization Framework, presented in the
GCZ“BPSQT previous section, to determine the projects

that have the highest pedestrian potential
factors and pedestrian deficiency factors. Alternatively, an incremental BCA may be conducted
to determine the best projects among all the feasible projects. The incremental BCA of two
projects is the ratio of the difference in their benefits to the difference in their capital costs. This
section discusses factors to consider when comparing pedestrian projects from the standpoint of
economic efficiency. The section is presented to point agencies to available information for
conducting BCA of pedestrian projects. Currently, there is no widely accepted guidance on BCA
for pedestrian projects. However, procedures being used typically determine, estimate,
aggregate and compare cost and benefit factors for candidate projects under consideration.

What is Benefit/Cost Analysis?

A benefit/cost analysis is a systematic evaluation of the advantages (benefits) and disadvantages
(costs) of candidate investment alternatives. BCA evaluates incremental changes to answer the
question: what additional benefits will result if this alternative is undertaken (in comparison with
existing conditions or another candidate project), and what additional costs are needed to bring it
about?
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Every BCA requires the description of a base case (the existing alternative) and a/some proposed
alternative(s). The proposed alternative refers to a specific and discrete set of activities that can
be undertaken to improve the existing condition. These activities would result in a change in the
base case and incur some costs as well as produce some benefits. Project benefits are typically
derived from comparing the user costs associated with the base case to those of the alternative
scenario prescribed. Transportation investments generally identify benefits in terms of reduced
travel times, reduced vehicle operating costs, and reduced likelihood of crashes (safety). In
order to place a value on safety and reduced travel time, monetary values must be assigned for
life (i.e., the value of life) and time (i.e., value of time), respectively. Various agencies, e.g. the
Federal Highway Administration, State DOTSs, etc., have adopted standard values for these
quantities that are routinely used in BCA and other analyses.

Costs incurred include initial or capital expenditures and maintenance costs (Mn/DOT). An
appropriate analysis period should be specified for all alternatives. In essence, the analysis
objective is to determine which project alternatives are feasible (i.e., which alternatives have a
BCA ratio of 1 or greater) and then identify which of the feasible alternatives is the most cost-
effective. ldentifying the most cost-effective alternative involves conducting a marginal BCA
for all the feasible alternatives. This analysis will identify the alternative with the highest
incremental benefit per each additional unit of cost incurred.

What Factors are Important in a BCA of Pedestrian Projects?

While there is not much standard guidance available on conducting BCA for pedestrian facilities,
relative to BCA analysis for other facilities, e.g., highways, criteria to be considered when
evaluating the benefits and costs of pedestrian projects are found in a number of places as shown
in Table 3. Determining the costs of pedestrian facilities can be straightforward; however,
assessing the benefits can be quite complex.

The project plan for Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in Bicycle Facilities (NCHRP 7-14)
outlines typical costs for bicycle facilities that may be applicable to pedestrian infrastructure.
These costs include the following:

= Planning and design. These typically comprise 10 percent of construction costs and come
in the form of design (preliminary, final) and permitting.

» Real estate costs.
= Construction. These costs can be broken into three types: (a) Administration and
Inspection (approximately 8 percent of construction costs); (b) Pathway (grading,

pavement, drainage, lighting, signs; and (c) Structures (including buildings, e.g., bike
stations).
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= QOperations and maintenance including landscaping, striping, street repair, sidewalk repair
and cleaning.

= Equipment, e.g., bike racks, pedestrian furniture (Equipment costs are typically not

included in costs estimations for pedestrian facilities; however they constitute part of the
overall life cycle costs of pedestrian facilities).

Such costs would typically be incurred for pedestrian facilities. Projects that include upgrading
or installing pedestrian signals or signage would also include the costs of these activities.

Table 3. Guidance for Conducting Benefit/Cost Analysis for Non-Motorized Facilities

= NCHRP Project 7-14, Guidelines for Cost-Benefit Analysis of Investments in
Bicycle Facilities, Project Workplan, November 17, 2003.

= NCHRP Report 456, Guidebook for Assessing Social and Economic Effects of
Transportation Projects, Transportation Research Board, National Research
Council, 2001.

= Transportation Research Circular, October 1997, Assessing the Economic
Impact of Transportation Projects: How to Choose the Appropriate Technique
for Your Project, Transportation Research Board, National Research Council.

=  Mn/DOT Office of Investment Management, Benefit Cost Analysis for
Transportation Projects, www.oim.dot.state.mn.us/EASS/.

= Elvik, R., Which are the Relevant Costs and Benefits of Road Safety Measures
Designed for Pedestrians and Cyclists? Accident Analysis and Prevention, Vol.
32, No. 1, 01/00/2000: 37-45.

An important element of benefit-cost analysis is facility use as well as the diversion of users
from other modes. These estimates form the basis for user travel time and cost savings as well as
reduction in roadway congestion, energy consumption, air quality improvements, health benefits,
etc. Estimating the benefits of pedestrian facilities would involve evaluating such benefits as the
following: number of potential users of the facility (including users diverted from other
facilities), user safety benefits, user health benefits, social transportation (i.e., public
transportation to improve access to health and social service programs), air quality and energy
benefits, option value and livability benefits, and agency benefits such as right of way
preservation for future multimodal projects including pedestrian facilities (e.g., cost reductions
from reducing displacements of homes or businesses). Broader issues that might be considered
include potential impacts on tourism, economic development, urban revitalization, transportation
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equity, sustainability, increased use of transit, and impacts relative to parking costs and more
efficient land use decisions.
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CHAPTER 3 -- PEDESTRIAN FACILITY FUNDING

The current transportation legislation: Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act — A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) provides the flexibility for States and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to fund pedestrian improvements from a variety of
programs. The FHWA recommends funding pedestrian improvements as an incidental part of
larger projects and reviewing funding sources to use the most appropriate monies for the project
instead of relying primarily on the Transportation Enhancements (TE) Program. Bicycle and
pedestrian projects are eligible for funding under the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Improvement (CMAQ) Program, Surface Transportation Program (STP), or other programs
presented in this document. The Georgia Department of Community Affairs provides a good
reference for funding programs within the State. The document is titled “Catalog of State
Financial Assistance Programs” and is available on the Web at http://www.dca.state.ga.us
[research/finasst.pdf.

Most Federal-Aid programs are for construction
activities on the Fed_eraI-Alql nghwayl_ _astem. Federal transportation legislation
How_ever, non-construction projects are eligible for provides that pedestrian projects
funding under some programs such as the STP or | haue broad eligibility under federal
CMAQ, as well as State and Community Highway | aid funding categories, specifically

Safety Grant Program funds. Bridge, Hazard | including the following programs:
Elimination, and emergency relief funds may be * National Highway System
available for use on local or minor collector roads. In *  Surface Transportation
addition, bicycle and pedestrian coordinator positions Program

may be able to utilize funding from the STP or CMAQ 0 Transportation
(FHWA, 1999). Many of the Federal programs require LS
matching funds from the state or local government. @ G B

This is typically an 80/20 percent Federal/local split 7 ?‘ghway Sa{ify

except for specific conditions or programs identified ! C’?\Z‘gemen g

later in this Chapter, such as the Safe Routes to School

Program with 100 percent funding. " Safe Routes to School

= Federal Lands
= Scenic Byways
= Recreational Trails Fund

Federal and State Funding
Opportunities

A significant source of project funding for infrastructure improvements, operations, and
maintenance is generated through funds distributed by the Federal government through
transportation legislation. Under the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) legislation, passed in 2005, several revenue
sources are available for pedestrian improvements. These funding programs include the STP,
CMAQ, National Highway System, Federal Lands, Scenic Byways, Safe Routes to School, and
Recreational Trails.
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Lands, Scenic Byways, Safe Routes to School, Recreational Trails and National
Highway System (NHS) Funds

These funds are for improvements to the National Highway System (NHS), which consists of an
interconnected system of principal arterial routes that serve major population centers,
international border crossings, airports, public transportation facilities, and other intermodal
transportation facilities as well as other major travel destinations. These funds can be used to
provide for pedestrian facilities constructed on land adjacent to NHS routes. Provisions for
construction of walkways adjacent to highways can be found in 23 USC Section 217 (b) of the
U.S. Code.

Surface Transportation Program (STP)

Funds within the Surface Transportation Program (STP) are distributed to the states for various
purposes including construction, reconstruction, resurfacing of highways and bridges; safety
improvements; transit capital projects; and transportation enhancements. Within this context,
funding may be obtained for construction or improvement of pedestrian facilities or for
construction of walkways. Non-construction projects may also be funded, including preparation
of maps, brochures, or public service announcements. Originally introduced under the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21) and continued under SAFETEA-LU,
“the modification of public sidewalks to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act" is
also an activity that is specifically eligible for the use of these funds. Also eligible new under
SAFETEA-LU are projects relating to intersections that have disproportionately high accident
rates; have high congestion; and are located on a Federal-aid highway. This may provide an
additional avenue for pedestrian safety improvements using STP funds outside of the
Transportation Enhancement Program for intersections with historically high pedestrian-vehicle
crash rates.

Legislation for the STP is found in Section 1113 of SAFETEA-LU. Additional provisions for
construction and non-construction activities related to pedestrian facilities are listed in Title 23
USC Section 217 (a) of the U.S. Statutes. These include provisions for modifications of
sidewalks to comply with ADA. Realignment of programs under the SAFETEA-LU legislation
resulted in the removal of safety programs (including the Hazard Elimination Highway Rail
Crossing Program) from under the STP umbrella and their addition to the new stand-alone
Highway Safety Improvement Program. The SAFETEA-LU legislation maintains the
Transportation Enhancement Program within the STP at similar funding levels from TEA-21.

STP Set-Aside for Transportation Enhancements (TE)

Transportation Enhancement projects are projects or activities that add community or
environmental value to surface transportation projects. Projects that fall into one of 12
categories (see list on following page) are considered enhancements and may be eligible for
funding (as established by the U.S. DOT). The Transportation Enhancement Program is funded
in SAFETEA-LU as an earmark amounting to 10% of the State’s STP apportionment. Most
Transportation Enhancement activities are also eligible under all Surface Transportation Program
funds.

Page 27



0

A )

Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning

Allowable Uses for TE Program Funds

10.

11.

12.

Provision of facilities for pedestrians
or bicycles
Provision of safety and educational
activities for pedestrians and
bicyclists
Acquisition of scenic easements and
scenic or historic sites (including
historic battlefields)
Scenic or historic highway
programs (including the provision
of tourist and welcome center
facilities)
Landscaping and other scenic
beautification
Historic Preservation
Rehabilitation and operation of
historic transportation buildings,
structures or facilities (including
historic railroad facilities and
canals)
Preservation of abandoned railway
corridors (including the conversion
and use thereof for pedestrian or
bicycle trails)
Control and removal of outdoor
advertising
Archaeological planning and
research
Environmental mitigation
a. to address water pollution
due to highway runoff or
b. reduce vehicle-caused
wildlife mortality while
maintaining habitat
connectivity
Establishment of transportation
museums

As noted in the list of 12 categories of eligible
projects, TE Program funds may be used for
provisions of facilities for pedestrians and
bicycles (off-road or on-road facilities,
including modification of existing public
sidewalks to comply with the requirements of
the Americans with Disabilities Act). It
should be noted that traffic calming projects
are not eligible for TE funds.

Per the State Transportation Board policy,
Enhancement funds have a $1 million
maximum per project and require a 20% local
match. However, in-kind donations, cash
contributions, right-of-way contributions, and
other funding awards can be counted as the
match (GDOT, 2004). New rules within
SAFETEA-LU also permit flexibility in
allowing the Federal 80% match to be
aggregated for the program rather than being
applied on an individual project basis.

Projects are selected on a biennial basis with
funds  divided equally among the
Congressional districts.  This program is
highly competitive due to the range of eligible
projects, with the volume of applications
typically exceeding the available funding.
Program  legislation  for  transportation
enhancements within the STP is provided in
23 USC Section 109 (a) (35). Local
government projects must be sponsored by a
governmental body, and upon selection, be
adopted into the TIP. Private non-profit
organizations are not able to sponsor a project

but they can subcontract with a sponsor to implement a project.
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Georgia’s Transportation Enhancement Program, one of the most successful in the nation,
includes projects such as walking and biking trails; streetscaping; historical preservation of
transportation facilities and preservation of scenic sites and byways. Under this Program, up to
80% of a project’s total cost is provided by designated federal funds, with the local sponsor
funding the remainder. For Federal fiscal year 2000-2001, Georgia had 78 cities, 16 counties
and numerous other sponsors who received Transportation Enhancement funding totaling
approximately $54 million. For Federal fiscal year 2002-2003, Georgia had 94 cities, 20
counties and numerous other sponsors who shared $50 million in funding (GDOT, 2005,
http://www.dot.state.ga.us /specialsubjects/tea-21/index.shtml).  On average, bike and ped
projects make up over 50% of all TE program projects and funding.

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)/Railway-Highway Crossings Program

The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is new under the SAFETEA-LU
transportation reauthorization, providing a standalone program for safety improvements.
Previously, under TEA-21, programs funded by HSIP were contained within the STP where 10
percent of each State's STP funds were set-aside for the Hazard Elimination (23 USC Section
152) and Railway-Highway Crossing Program (23 USC Section 130) to address safety issues.
Each State is required to implement a Hazard Elimination Program to identify and correct
locations that may constitute a danger to motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. In relation to
pedestrian improvements, hazard elimination funds are eligible for various activities including a
survey of hazardous locations and for projects on any publicly owned pathway or trail, or any
safety-related traffic calming measure.

Up to 10 percent of the HSIP funds may be used for “other safety activities including education
and enforcement. However, to be eligible for the “other activities” the state must have a
Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) that identifies and analyzes safety problems and
opportunities. If a SHSP is not available, only projects allowable under USC Sections 130 and
152 (Hazard Elimination and Railway-Highway Crossings) are eligible. The federal share of
Highway Safety Improvement Program projects is 90 percent.

Although bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible for these funds, they have rarely been
assigned funding in the past. These funds are typically used for roadway projects such as
intersection realignment, rumble strips, traffic signals, or signage. However, GDOT has
developed a Safety Action Plan that includes a pedestrian component and is proceeding with
implementing this Plan. Through this Plan, GDOT has identified some high pedestrian crash
locations and is moving forward with implementing countermeasures to improve pedestrian
safety in these areas.

Safe Routes to School Program

Section 1404 of the SAFETEA-LU transportation legislation provides funding for Safe Routes to
School Programs to benefit children in primary and middle schools. The purpose of the program
is to enable children, including those with disabilities, to walk and bicycle to school. The intent
is to make walking and cycling to school safe and appealing. This Program facilitates the
planning, development and implementation of projects to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety
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while reducing traffic, fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools. Eligible
activities include sidewalk improvements, traffic calming and speed reduction improvements,
pedestrian crossing improvements, off-street pedestrian facilities, and traffic diversion within
approximately 2 miles of schools. Non-infrastructure related activities may also be eligible for
funding including public awareness campaigns, traffic education and enforcement near schools,
and student sessions on bicycle and pedestrian safety.

Funding is administered by formula based upon the states’ relative share of total enrollment in
primary and middle schools (i.e., kindergarten through 8" grade); however, no state will receive
less than $1 million annually. Total Program funding is $612 million over 5 years with $100
million provided in 2006 and increasing by 25 million annually through 2008. Year 2009
funding is authorized at $183 million. Funds are administered within the State of Georgia by the
Georgia Department of Transportation. The program is 100 percent funded by the federal
government (no local match required).

Federal Fund Exchange

A promising method for implementing pedestrian projects includes the exchange of a portion of
local gas tax revenues for regionally apportioned Federal STP funds. The advantage of the
exchange lies in the ability to use the STP funds to construct pedestrian facilities outside of the
roadway prism to which local gas tax revenues are otherwise restricted. In particular, this
method of “flexing” revenues can be used to construct shared use pathways along canals,
drainage washes, utility corridors, railway lines, and other non-roadway corridors.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ)

States are apportioned funding by the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement
Program (CMAQ) based upon county populations residing within ozone and carbon monoxide
(CO) non-attainment and maintenance areas and the relative severity of the areas’ air quality
problems. Flexibility is allowed for public/private partnerships in projects and initiatives.
Eligible programs include pedestrian/bicycle off-road or on-road facilities including modification
of existing public walkways to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act. However,
FHWA requires an emissions analysis to reflect actual emissions benefits, which generally
favors new facility projects over rehabilitation of existing facilities. The current draft
Transportation Reauthorization Bill in Congress adds additional eligibility for CMAQ funds to
be used for non-construction pedestrian safety projects. CMAQ funds have an 80% Federal
participation (90% if used on Interstate Highway System). Provisions for the CMAQ Program
are identified in SAFETEA-LU Sections 1103(d) and 1808, and in 23 USC Section 149,
104(b)(2), 126(c) of the U.S. Code.
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Currently the Atlanta Regional
Commission (ARC) performs the air
quality modeling and projects are selected
through a coordination process between
the ARC and the State Air Quality Partners
(GDOT, Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Georgia Regional
Transportation  Authority). For non-
attainment areas outside of the ARC
region, the State Air Quality Partners
conduct modeling and coordinate with the

Tips for Requesting CMAQ Funding for
Pedestrian Projects

If possible, complete emission analysis for
project prior to application for funding
requests to improve chances for funding.

Establish a clear linkage between the
proposed improvement and potential
reductions in emissions.

Specify neighborhood /transit
station/school or other facility that will be
impacted/contribute to auto trip reductions
through the proposed pedestrian project.

appropriate MPO to select projects.

= Identify distance of project from key transit
stations, school facilities, etc., to assess

Pedestrian and bike projects generally ! ; :
potential for auto trip reductions.

have a lower probability of being selected
for CMAQ funding because results of the
emission models show lower potential
emission decreases relative to other
emissions control methods. In the past,
some pedestrian and bicycle projects were
funded if they were particularly transportation oriented, such as sidewalks that provided access to
transit stations or schools.

= If possible, quantify potential VMT
reductions from new pedestrian facility.

= Identify existing sidewalks proposed for
reconstruction.

Projects funded under CMAQ have typically been for new sidewalks parallel to roadway
facilities. Replacement or modification of sidewalks are typically not funded under CMAQ due
to a lower potential for reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT). New sidewalks around
transit stations and schools are likely to score higher than other pedestrian projects, with a
probability for impacts on emissions due to reductions in VMT. To improve chances of
receiving funding through CMAQ, emissions analysis should be done prior to submitting a
funding request. Estimates of potential reductions in VMT will help to make a stronger case that
provides a nexus between the proposed project and emissions reductions. An example of one
option for quantifying the potential use of a new pedestrian facility is utilizing survey flyers sent
home to parents. These survey flyers could propose several different pedestrian improvement
options (such as locations for new sidewalks) and ask specific questions to identify what route(s)
would provide the highest pedestrian use. The survey could also be used to identify if parents
would allow their children to walk to school if they currently do not, and aid in quantifying the
potential for reduction in auto trips made to and from the school.

Federal Lands Highway Funds

Provisions for pedestrians and bicyclists are available under the various categories of the Federal
Lands Highway Program in conjunction with roads, highways, and transit facilities that provide
access to or within public lands, national parks and Indian reservations. Priorities for funding
projects are determined by the appropriate Federal Land Agency or Tribal government. The
projects must be transportation related and tied to a plan adopted by the State and MPO.

Page 31



\ ﬂ > Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning

Pedestrian related funding under the Federal Lands fund is typically for construction of
walkways or mixed use paths in conjunction with roadway projects. The Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) administers the Federal Lands Program. Thus, the FHWA regional
office (i.e., the southern resource center) coordinates with whatever state or local jurisdiction is
applying for grant funding.

Scenic Byways Program

The Scenic Byways Program provides funding for construction of facilities such as trailheads,
multi-use paths, or way-finding signage along scenic highways. SAFETEA-LU sets out $175
million in funding for over 5 years (2005 — 2009) for the nationwide Program, with the Federal
share of project funding at 80 percent. These funds are available for those routes designated
within the scenic byways program as defined by USC Section 162(c)(4) of the U.S. Code. At the
time this document was prepared, eight groups of roadways were identified as Scenic Byways
within the State of Georgia. The Program is administered by GDOT.

Recreational Trails Fund

The National Recreational Trails Fund provides funds for projects identified on or consistent
with the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan as required by the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act. These projects are typically limited to construction and maintenance of
trails and pathways for recreational purposes. However, new eligibility is provided within
SAFETEA-LU that allows for the use of Program funds for assessing trail conditions for
accessibility and maintenance. Provisions for this fund are found in section 1109 of SAFETEA-
LU and Title 23 USC Section 206 of the U.S. Code. The nationwide allocation for the
Recreational Trails Program is $70 million for 2006, increasing by 5 million annually through
2009. Georgia’s apportionment of funds under the expired TEA-21 legislation was
approximately $1.5 million for 2005. The Recreational Trails Program, administered in Georgia
by the Department of Natural Resources, requires a 20% local match and may be used for new
trail construction or maintenance/rehabilitation of existing trails. Recreational Trails Program
funds may be used to match other Federal program funds for purposes that would be eligible
under the Recreational Trails Program.

High Priority Projects (HPP)

High priority projects are those added to the Transportation Bill and deemed by Congress to be a
high priority for implementation. The SAFETEA-LU Transportation Bill identifies 5,091
projects nationwide, each with a specified amount of funding over the 5 years of SAFETEA-LU.
The total program cost comes in around $14.8 billion over five years. Of the total “high priority
project” funding, approximately $1 billion is earmarked for 750 pedestrian/bicycle/trail projects
spread throughout the country. This is a dramatic increase from the TEA-21 legislation that
provided funding for 110 pedestrian and bicycle projects nationwide at a cost of $188.5 million.

The Bill provides a little over $349 million to the State of Georgia over the five-year
authorization period for 232 high priority projects. A number of exclusive pedestrian
improvement projects are earmarked along with streetscape and beautification projects.
Additional funding is also earmarked for sidewalk and other pedestrian improvements in
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conjunction with larger roadway improvements. Funds are available only for the specific
projects described in the Bill and the Federal share is typically 80% of the construction cost, with
some exceptions.

Transportation, Community, and System Preservation Program (TCSP)

The Transportation, Community, and System Preservation Program (TCSP) was previously a
pilot program authorized under TEA-21 to address the relationships among transportation,
community, and system preservation plans and practices; and to identify private sector based
initiatives to improve those initiatives. SAFETEA-LU reauthorizes the TCSP providing $270
million nationally over 5 years with $61.25 million allocated annually for years 2006-2009.
Under the authorized Program, the Secretary would facilitate the planning, development, and
implementation of strategies by States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Federally-
recognized tribes, and local governments. The intent would be to integrate transportation,
community, and system preservation plans and practices that improve the efficiency of the
transportation system; reduce the impacts of transportation on the environment; reduce the need
for costly future investments in public infrastructure; provide efficient access to jobs, services,
and centers of trade; examine community development patterns and identify strategies to
encourage private sector development patterns that achieve these goals.

Under TEA-21, the TCSP Preservation Pilot Program awarded funding to individual projects
undertaken by States, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and local governments. The current
TCSP Program within SAFETEA-LU designates specific projects for the TCSP Program. The
Congressional Conference Report accompanying the FY 2005 Omnibus Appropriations Act
designated $25 million for 39 TCSP Program projects. The TCSP Program has solicited only
those applications for projects specified by Congress in the Conference Reports accompanying
the Omnibus Appropriations Act. The FHWA division office administers TCSP funds. The
TCSP Program is subject to a 20% local match.

Highway Safety Funds

Pedestrian safety is a priority area for highway safety program funding at both the Federal and
State levels. The Governor’s Office of Highway Safety administers funding for safety-related
programs in Georgia, including pedestrian and bicycle projects that improve safety along or
across roadways, as well as pedestrian education. State grants are available for up to three years
(with the first year of funding at 100% [zero local match], the second year requiring a 20% local
match, and the third year requiring a 40% local match). Funds are generally prioritized by crash
frequency from the previous year’s crash data. Priority is assigned to projects based upon
statewide ranking. Title 23 USC Section 402 provides requirements for highway safety grant
programs. Title I, Section 2002 of TEA-21 provides an additional mechanism for expediting the
approval process of funding for pedestrian related safety improvement projects.

Federal Transit Funding

Under Section 1603 of SAFETEA-LU and 49 USC Section 5307 and 23 USC of the U.S. Code,
Federal transit funding may be used for pedestrian programs to provide access to transit
facilities. This funding may come from Urbanized Area Formula Grants transit funds, Capital
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Investment Grants and Loans and Formula Programs for other than Urbanized Area transit funds.
The majority of the grant funds are divided among the two largest programs, Capital Investments
and Urban Area Grants, which combined for 92% of the funds in 2000. The remainder of the
grant funding is distributed among a variety of other formula based programs (such as Clean
Fuels, State Planning and Research, etc.).

The Urbanized Area Formula Grant Program (Section 5307) provides capital, operating, and
planning assistance for mass transportation. For areas of 50,000 to 199,999 in population, the
formula is based on population and population density. For areas with populations of 200,000
and more, the formula is based on a combination of bus revenue vehicle miles, bus passenger
miles, fixed guideway revenue vehicle miles, and fixed guideway route miles as well as
population and population density.

The Capital Investments Program Fund (Section 5309) provides funding for the establishment of
new rail or busway projects (new starts), the improvement and maintenance of existing rail and
other fixed guideway systems, and the upgrading of bus systems. Capital assistance grants made
to states and local agencies are funded up to 80% of the net project costs, unless the grant
recipient requests a lower Federal grant percentage.

Highway Bridge Program

SAFETEA-LU replaces the former Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program from TEA-
21 with the new Highway Bridge Program. The Program provides funding that is primarily
intended for use in replacing and rehabilitating highway bridges along with systematic
preventative maintenance. Sidewalks can be built as part of bridge rehabilitation, as well as
pathway undercrossings or bridges. The SAFTEA-LU legislation adds a requirement for
pedestrian facilities on the bridge structure when bridges are rehabilitated or replaced, provided
that there is pedestrian use at each end of the bridge and safe facilities can be provided at a
reasonable cost. SAFETEA-LU requirements for the Highway Bridge Program are found in
Section 1114 with additional provisions in Title 23 USC Sections 217(e) and 144.

Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program is administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development to assist low- to moderate-income
neighborhoods. Residents of the neighborhood work closely with city staff to develop a plan for
their awarded funds. A neighborhood can choose to spend CDBG monies on sidewalk
installation and repair. For projects requiring under $300,000 no local matching funds are
required. A 5% local match is required for grants between $300,000 and $500,000.

Local Development Fund

A program administered by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs, the Local
Development Fund, provides funding for a variety of projects related to downtown development,
historic preservation, and recreation facilities. Pedestrian improvements such as recreational
pathways, sidewalk improvements in historical districts, or ADA-related improvements may be
eligible. All Georgia cities and counties are eligible provided that they can commit local funds

Page 34



Georgia Guidebook for Pedestrian Planning \ ﬂ >

as a match to the requested state funding or provide an in-kind donation equivalent to the dollar
amount requested for the grant.

Georgia Heritage Grants

The Georgia Heritage Grants Program is a matching grant program for the rehabilitation of
Georgia Register-listed historic properties and related activities. The Heritage Grants could be
used to provide funding for pedestrian improvements in coordination with registered historic
properties. This Program is administered through the Historic Preservation Division of the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources.

Georgia Division of Public Health (GDPH)

The Georgia Division of Public Health (GDPH), part of the Georgia Department of Human
Services, previously provided limited funding for several trail projects through their Chronic
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion Program. These included paved recreational trails and
paths to schools. The GDPH stopped funding walking trail projects in 2004; however they are
still providing support to jurisdictions and local groups in planning, requesting grants and
conducting fundraising activities, and conducting community involvement.

The Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHYS)

The Governor’s Office of Highway Safety (GOHS) offers funding through the State and
Community Highway Safety Grant Program (Section 402). National Priority Program areas
(program areas most effective in reducing crashes, injuries and fatalities) include the Pedestrian
and Bicycle Safety Program and the Community Traffic Safety Program (CTSP). Agencies at
the state, county, city and private/non-profit levels are eligible to apply. Contingent on
congressional allocation of funding and satisfactory performance, projects funded by GOHS are
eligible for continuous funding for a maximum of three years, unless otherwise negotiated.
GOHS normally funds traffic safety projects at the rate of 100% the first year, 80% the second
year and 60% the third year. Projects are evaluated annually for performance and a renewal
application must be submitted and approved each year.

Local Level Funding Sources

General Funds

One of the local revenue sources of cities, towns, and counties available for use on pedestrian
improvements is the general fund resulting from sales taxes, property taxes, and other
miscellaneous taxes and fees. There are generally few restrictions on the use of these funds,
which are utilized for a large variety of local budget needs. As such, there is typically high
demand for these funds for numerous government services. Design and construction of
sidewalks and pathways, through the use of this funding source, usually receive limited support
from local governments unless their constituents lobby effectively for such use.

In some cases, a component of local general funds can be dedicated to transportation
improvements including the construction and repair of sidewalks. For instance, some local
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jurisdictions in various parts of the country use some general fund revenues to pay for sidewalk
repair and wheelchair ramp installation.

In Sacramento, California, a legal ruling in the case of Barden v. Sacramento set a national
precedent requiring cities and other public entities to make all public sidewalks accessible. As a
result of the court’s ruling in this case, public entities must address barriers such as missing or
unsafe curb cuts throughout the public sidewalk system, as well as barriers that block access
along the length of the sidewalks. The settlement in the case provides that for up to 30 years, the
City of Sacramento will allocate 20% of its annual Transportation Fund to make the City’s
Pedestrian Rights of Way accessible to individuals with vision and/or mobility disabilities (DRA,
2004).

Community Improvement Districts (CIDs) or Business Improvement Districts (BIDs)

A Community Improvement District (CID) is Georgia Improvement Districts

a geographically defined area in which
commercial property owners vote to impose

.- www.atlantadowntown.com
additional ad valorem real estate taxes. These

Atlanta Downtown Improvement District:

stakeholders take the future into their hands | Buckhead CID: .
by determining how the additional funds will | www.buckhead.net/cid

be spent to benefit their immediate area. CID | Cumberland CID
funds enhance existing city/county services | www.commuterclub.com

such as public safety and traffic solutions. In | Gwinnett Place CID:
addition to leveraging their funds with : .

) www.gwinnettplacecid.com
Federal and state monies, CIDs allow

community leaders to chart a course they H‘ghway'm CID
determine for an area's economic growth and | WWw.78cid.org

lasting vitality (Gwinnett Place CID, 2005). Midtown Improvement District
www.midtownalliance.org

A primary advantage of a CID is the ability to
focus on projects specific to its area. This T
enables businesses to address issues of direct D —

Perimeter CID:

importance to them. The role of the CID isto | South Fulton CID
use its money locally to fund infrastructure www.come.to/southfultonoidwebsite/
improvements and to provide local matching | Rroiects.html

funds for state and Federal programs. Town Center CID:
www.cobbrides.com/cidpg.htm

Another advantage of the CID is that it
provides funding support to begin the planning studies, develop the design, and complete all the
background work. Without a CID, a project could take much longer, or not even be considered
by government decision makers. By identifying issues of concern, such as mobility,
streetscapes, personal safety, cleanliness, the CID allows for concerted advocacy in which
projects can be placed on a fast track for completion. By acting as a unified corporate voice to
champion a project for state and Federal support and by working in concert with public-sector
planning experts, the CID projects are more likely to move forward.
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There are currently at least nine improvement districts in Georgia, all in the Atlanta metro
region. Funding from these CIDs is typically used to improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities,
improve  intersection  operations, widen roads, add turn lanes, provide
streetscaping/beautification, etc. Funding for various projects by each CID district depends on
the area of the district and the demographics of the business community within the district from
which the taxes are assessed. CIDs allow for a high level of flexibility in project selection and
use of funds to meet community needs. A CID must be approved by the passage of law in the
Georgia Assembly.

Livable Centers Initiative (LCI)

An important program for funding within the metro Atlanta area, the Livable Centers Initiative
(LCI) is a quality growth program aimed at enhancing community livability and mobility.
Initiated in 1999, the intent of the LCI is to provide funding for investment studies and
transportation projects located in activity and town centers in the Atlanta region. The Program
focuses on encouraging increased residential development, mixed-uses and connectivity in
activity and town centers. Among LCI’s fundamental concepts is an emphasis on pedestrians
within the community including improving sidewalks, access, streetscaping, and other
considerations.

Due to the success of the initial program, the Atlanta Regional Commission’s Board authorized
the extension of the LCI program as part of the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) with
an added focus on corridors and emerging centers as well as town centers and activity centers.
The extension of the LCI would provide $5 million over five years to fund the study program.
An amount of $350 million was initially provided to fund projects identified through the LCI
program, with an additional $150 million proposed through the 2030 RTP. Of the total funding
available, approximately $108 million is programmed for projects during the years 2003 through
2007,

The Livable Centers Initiative program is open for funding to government jurisdictions and non-
profit organizations within the boundaries of the 18-county region under the planning authority
of the Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC): the Atlanta Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO). Jurisdictions must have Qualified Local Government (QLG) status to be considered for
the LCI program. Study areas that will be given priority consideration include:

e Centers and corridors that incorporate brownfields and greyfields.

e Corridors that increase connectivity to existing LCI areas, transit station areas, and other
major centers.

e Centers and corridors with relatively underutilized infrastructure.

e Corridors and centers that have or could have the density to support alternative transportation
modes and mixed land uses.

Generally projects in greenfield areas such as parks or other areas that do not qualify as an
emerging regional activity center will not be considered for LCI funding. This includes projects
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such as trails or recreational improvements that are not part of an urban landscape. Local
coordination with major stakeholders should also be integral to the project scope in order for the
project to be considered for funding. Additional information can be found on the ARC’s website
at http://www.atlantaregional.com/qualitygrowth/Ici.html.

Revenue and General Obligation Bonds

Bonds are usually considered a financing mechanism rather than revenue source, and debt
service obligations should receive consideration before this mechanism is pursued. In this
discussion, revenue and general obligation (G.O.) bonds are considered a funding source because
when bond packages are presented for voter approval, they are often tied to specific facility or
program improvements. For instance, a G.O. bond package can be forwarded to voters for
citywide sidewalk and lighting improvements or for specific sidewalk, pathway, or other
improvements that are clearly defined in the legal language of the ballot questions for the bond.
In this respect, bonds should be considered a revenue source because identified pedestrian
projects will be constructed according to truth-in-bonding requirements versus having to
compete with numerous other local demands on general funds. Revenue bonds can also be
considered a revenue source because specific projects will be “locked in” and constructed
(provided revenue projections and cost estimates bear out as projects are developed).

Special Improvement Districts

Counties and cities may establish special improvement districts to provide funding for specified
public improvement projects within the designated district. Property owners in the district are
assessed for the improvements and can pay the amount immediately or over a span of 10 to 20
years. Street pavement, curb and gutter, sidewalks, and streetlights are some of the common
improvements funded by special improvement districts.

Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax (SPLOST)

SPLOST stands for Special Purpose Local Option Sales Tax. It is structured as an additional one
percent sales tax on most goods bought in the corresponding county. A SPLOST program is
administered at the county level, must be passed via voter referendum and be renewed once
every five years by voter referendum to remain in effect. The proceeds of the tax must be spent
for capital, non-operating outlays by the county government and participating municipal
governments in the county.

Specific restrictions are placed on the uses of SPLOST revenues by the Georgia General
Assembly. Among the allowable uses for SPLOST funds are capital improvements for roads,
streets, and bridges which include pedestrian and bicycle facilities. A complete list of eligible
project types can be found in Georgia Code Section 48-8-111 (see state legislature website at
www.legis.state.ga.us). The SPLOST tax may not be used for operating expenses of a SPLOST
project or of any other county or municipality government operations. This would include things
like salaries and on-going maintenance projects.

A primary advantage of a SPLOST funding program is that it provides a mechanism for counties
to address local capital improvements that may not otherwise receive competitive funding from
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Federal/state programs. SPLOST funds may also be used as matching funds to leverage
additional funding from some of the Federal programs such as STP, NHS, etc. Projects are
typically established prior to voter referendum or on an annual basis. Pedestrian projects for
which there is an interest in SPLOST funds should be forwarded to the local and/or county
program manager to be included in the prioritization and selection process for the next voter
referendum.

Controlling jurisdictions perform the selection of projects to meet the needs and priorities of the
local communities, which may be different from those of the state as a whole. Project selections
typically involve all key county stakeholders, such as the municipalities of a county working
together to develop a project list that prioritizes competing projects based on factors such as
community-wide need, economic benefits, cultural benefits, and potential effect on future
operating budget.

Homestead Optional Sales and Use Tax (HOST)

Counties that do not levy a local-option sales tax are authorized to impose the homestead-option
sales tax (HOST). The tax is similar to the SPLOST program in that a 1% sales tax is imposed.
However, this tax must be imposed in conjunction with an additional homestead property tax
exemption that reduces property taxes. Both the tax and the exemption must be approved by the
voters. The sales tax is used to offset the loss in property tax revenue, with a 20% guaranteed
set-aside for capital improvements including pedestrian projects such as sidewalk construction.
Currently, only Dekalb and Rockdale Counties have a HOST in place.

Agreement for Improvements

It does not always make sense for a land developer or property owner to install the required
improvements (including streets and sidewalks) at the time of development. If that is the case,
one option is to file with the City or County an agreement to participate in paying the cost for
future improvements. The required contribution is explicitly stated in the agreement, which is
kept on file by the jurisdiction until the time of a capital improvement project. Agreements for
future contributions are made in lieu of required improvements under the jurisdiction’s
development Code. For those jurisdictions utilizing such agreements, it is important that these
are tracked to ensure that the funding is utilized accordingly.

Private Developers

The majority of local streets and sidewalks are paid for at the time of development by the
developer who includes the cost in the sales price of the homes or properties. This also applies
to bikeways, bicycle parking, and transit facilities. This way, the benefiting users are paying for
the cost of the system installation. The local jurisdiction is then responsible for maintaining
improvements within the public rights-of-way.

Parks and Recreation Funds

Local parks and recreation funds are generally derived from property and sales taxes and some
fee revenues, and they are sometimes used directly for pathways or pathway related facilities,
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including bathrooms, pocket parks, lighting, parking, and landscaping. Parks and recreation
funds are also utilized to cover pathway maintenance costs incurred by these departments.

Flood Control District Funds

Pedestrian facilities can often serve “double duty” as part of Flood Control District projects. In
many U.S. jurisdictions, paved maintenance roadways are often built along canal banks or along
washes that also serve as shared use pathways for bicyclists, pedestrians, and others. These
facilities can often serve as both transportation and recreation corridors.

Private Revenues

Private “revenues” may come in the form of dedications, exactions, monetary contributions,
corporate underwriting, donations of right-of-way, and construction of facilities to meet specific
zoning or land use code requirements. Private sources include corporate underwriting and
individual and non-profit donations. Private corporations have historically provided money for
trail projects. These contributions have been in the form of monetary donations, volunteer labor,
and sponsorship of projects. Contributions and volunteering from local organizations can also
provide much-needed maintenance and educational services. Companies such as REI, Powerbar,
and Kodak have established grant programs for local greenway projects including trail
construction and maintenance. These grants are usually small, on the order of $1,000 to $5,000.
Discussed in some detail below, the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation and the PATH
Foundation are both potential sources of funds for pedestrian projects.

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation

The Robert Wood Johnson (RWJ) Foundation is the nation's largest philanthropy devoted
exclusively to improving the health and healthcare of all Americans. To that end, the Foundation
provides grants for projects, programs, and research to improve the public health and quality of
life. One of the four priority areas for funding through the Foundation is to promote healthy
communities and lifestyles. Through this funding area, it may be possible to receive grant
funding for planning or construction of pedestrian facilities.

The RWJ Foundation issues calls for proposals for its National Programs, where grants are
awarded for projects such as field implementation of promising ideas, research on specific
topics, or other projects dealing with the Foundation’s goals. Outside of these National
Programs, the Foundation also accepts independent (unsolicited) proposals. In order for
independent proposals to be considered, they must:

e Address one of the Foundation’s interest areas.

e Fall within the guidelines of the types of projects that are funded.

e Follow the foundation’s general grant-making guidelines.

Grants for independent proposals are made throughout the year. There are no specific deadlines.
Each year the Foundation funds about one in seven (or 15 percent) of the proposals submitted
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that are not part of their competitive National Programs. Funding rates vary widely among
National Programs. To receive RWJ Foundation grant funding, projects need to demonstrate a
broader scope than a simple capital improvement. Eligible projects may include
construction/implementation of innovative ideas or technologies, projects with a continued data
collection element of health-related statistics, public education, and other exploratory projects.

PATH Foundation

The PATH Foundation is a non-profit organization with a mission to develop a system of
interlinking greenway trails through metro Atlanta for commuting and recreating. PATH forms
partnerships with several local governments in the Metro Atlanta area to build greenway trails
for biking, jogging, and walking. PATH provides a knowledgeable staff to plan, design, build
and maintain trail projects. In some cases, PATH will provide matching funds to finance the
development of trails.  More information can be found at the PATH website at
www.pathfoundation.org.

Funding Summary

Table 4 summarizes SAFETEA-LU sources of funding and the specific pedestrian improvements
that are eligible for these funds, and Table 5 presents a summary of Federal, state, local,
innovative and private sources of funding.
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Table 4. SAFETEA-LU Bicycle/Pedestrian Funding Opportunities

<o e | @ o
Bicycle and pedestrian plan * ® | %
Bicycle lanes on roadway L A I I I A L K
Paved shoulders A I I L R * R
Signed bike route L ® | % ® | % | %
Shared-use path/trail * o * | % | o * R
Single track hike/bike trail *
Spot improvement program L L *
Maps * * *
Bike racks on buses * * | % * | %
Bicycle parking facilities * ® | % | % | %
Trail/highway intersection L I * % | % R
Bicycle storage/service center * * | % * | % * | %
Sidewalks, new or retrofit I L L L L B L L * | x| %
Crosswalks, new or retrofit I I I L I * |k * | % | %
Signal improvements S I T I *
Curb cuts and ramps S L I I O *
Traffic calming ® | % | % % * *
Coordinator position * * *
Safety/education position ® * *
Police patrol * * *
Helmet promotion * * *
Safety brochure/book * * *
Training * * *
KEY:
NHS National Highway System TE Transit Enhancements
STP Surface Transportation Program BRI Bridge
HEP Hazard Elimination Program 402 State and Community Traffic Safety Program
RHC Railway-Highway Crossing Program PLA  State/Metropolitan Planning Funds
TEA Transportation Enhancement Activities TCSP Transportation and Community and System

Preservation Pilot Program
CMAQ  Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality Program [JOBS  Access to Jobs/Reverse Commute Program
RTP Recreational Trails Program FLH Federal Lands Highways Program

ETA Federal Transit Capital, Urban & Rural BYW
Funds

SR2S Safe Routes To School
Source: FHWA, 1999/Modified to reflect SAFETEA-LU

Scenic Byways
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Table 5. Sources for Potential Pedestrian Facility Funding

Funding
Programs

Project Types
(Construction,
Non-

Construction,
Both)

Federal Funding

Transportation

Required
Matching
Funds

Deadlines

Biennial by

Available
Annual
Funding

$60 million over

Contact & Website
Information

http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/ plan-

Enhancement GDOT the 6-year prog/planning/projects/te/
Activities (TEA) legislative index.shtml
period
Surface Both 20%
Transportation typically
Program (STP)
National Highway | Both 20% Approximately http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tea21/
System (NHS) $500 million factsheets/nhs.htm
annually
Federal Lands Construction None July Approximately http://www.nps.gov/transportation/r
Highway Funds $165 million oads/index.htm
annually
Highway Bridge Construction 20%
Program
Safe Routes To Both None Minimum of $1 | http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/plan-
School million annually | prog/planning/projects/bicycle/index
.shtml
Highway Safety Construction Up to 10%
Improvement
Program/Railroad/
Hwy At-Grade
Crossing
National Both 20% Fall Approximately Contact: RTP Coordinator,
Recreation Trails $1.3 million Georgia State Parks
Fund statewide, Phone: 404-656-6536
maximum
$100,000 per http://www.gastateparks.org/grants
project
Congestion Both 20% Varies $43 Million http://www.dot.state.ga.us/DOT/pla
Mitigation / Air (80% Federal n-prog/planning/ag/CMAQ/
Quality Program Share)
Transportation Both 20% $25 million http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tcsp
and Community increasing to
and System $61.25 million
Preservation annually (80%
Program (TCSP) Federal Share)
National Scenic Construction 20% January Approximately Georgia Contact:
Byways Program $25 million State Scenic Byways Coordinator,
annually Office of Planning, GDOT
nationwide Phone: 404-656-5411
Other Info at:
http://www.bywaysonline.org/
byways/GA/
State Construction Varies Generally as http://www.atlreg.com/
Transportation part of roadway | transportationair/tip.html
Improvement construction

Program (STIP)

projects
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Grants

associated with
Registered
Historic

property

Project Types
(Construction,
Non- Required Available
Funding Construction, Matching Annual Contact & Website
Programs Both) Funds Deadlines Funding Information
Highway Safety Both 0% (yr 1; On going $15 million http://www.gohs.state.ga.us/
Program 20% (yr 2); annually main.html
40% (yr3)

Kids Walk to Both Funded through | http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpa/k
Schools Atlanta region idswalk/index.htm

TIP. Program

currently

applicable only

to ARC region.

Schools do not

receive funding

directly; they

have a program

at their school

administered by

the ARC’s

contractor.
Local Construction Equivalent | Semi-Annual Each project not | Program Manager: (404) 679-4789
Development Local Competition in to exceed or website:
Fund Match Spring and Fall $10,000 http://www.dca.state.ga.us/

(%$20,000 for research/finasst.pdf

multi-

community

projects)
Georgia Construction N/A http://www.ganet.org/dnr/
Community greenspace/pdfs/sources.pdf
Greenspace Grant
Funds
Community Construction None for Approximately http://www.dca.state.ga.us/economic
Development projects $37 million [financing/programs/section108.asp
Block Grant under annually

$300,000

Georgia Heritage | Construction None Mid July Approximately Grants Coordinator: (404) 463-8434

$300,000

Innovative Financing

or website:
http://hpd.dnr.state.ga.us/content/dis
playcontent.asp?txtDocument=38

Grant Both 11.50% On going Total debt not to

Anticipation exceed 30% of

Revenue Vehicle federal funds

Bonds received

(GARVEE) annually

Special Purpose | Both N/A N/A Local 1% sales Contact County SPLOST
Local Option tax coordinator

Sales Tax

(SPLOST)
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Project Types
(Construction,
Non- Required Available
Funding Construction, Matching Annual Contact & Website
Programs Both) Funds Deadlines Funding Information
Community Both N/A N/A Specific to each | Links to each Georgia CID a
Improvement local CID provided on the Gwinnett CID

Districts (CID)

website:
http://www.gwinnettplacecid.com/b
ackground.asp

Private Funding

Development Construction N/A N/A Local Jurisdiction

Related

Improvements

American Both N/A Early June Each project not | http://www.conservationfund.org/
Greenways to exceed

Kodak Awards $2,500

Robert Wood Both N/A None for Varies http://www.rwjf.org/applications
Johnson independent

Foundation proposals

PATH Construction N/A www.pathfoundation.org
Foundation

Powerbar's Both N/A Early June Project awards http://www.powerbar.com/
Direct Impact on between $1,000

Rivers and Trails - $5,000

(DIRT)

Recreational Both N/A On going Each project not | www.rei.com

Equipment, Inc. to exceed

(REI) $2,500

Federal/State Matching Requirements

In general, the Federal share of the costs of transportation projects is 80 percent, with 20 percent
state or local match. However, there are exceptions to this requirement as described below.

= Federal Lands Highway projects and Section 402 Highway Safety funds are 100 percent
federally funded.

= Hazard Elimination projects are 90 percent federally funded.

= Safe Routes to School projects are 100% federally funded.

= Individual STP Transportation Enhancement Activity projects can have a local match
higher than 20 percent, but overall Federal share of each state’s Transportation
Enhancement Program must be 80 percent. In-kind services may be contributed as part
of the 20 percent match. The State/GDOT does not provide any of the matching funding.
Private donations, non-profits, or partnerships can provide or assist with the required
local matching funds. Most Federal funding cannot be used to provide the TE match.
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= States with higher percentages of Federal Lands have higher Federal shares in proportion
to their percentage of Federal Lands:

o Federal Land’s highway projects are 100 percent Federal,

o State and/or local funds to match Federal-aid may include in-kind contributions,
including donations of funds, materials, services, or right-of-way. Funds from
certain Federal programs may match Transportation Enhancement, Scenic
Byways, and Recreational Trails program funds up to 100 percent (FHWA, 1999).
State funds may not be used as a match for “off-pavement” projects (such as trails
outside of the roadway prism).

Other Nationwide Examples of Local Pedestrian Funding Programs

The website walkinginfo.org, a pedestrian and bicycle information clearinghouse, provides
several examples of programs implemented by local municipalities to raise funds for local
pedestrian projects. These programs generally fit into three categories: special bond issuance,
reallocation of local sales tax or a voted increase in sales tax; or use of annual capital
improvement budgets. Examples are given below.

= San Diego County residents voted to impose a 1/2-cent sales tax for transportation
purposes. Out of those funds ($171 million in year 2000); $1 million is set aside for
bicycle projects. The tax is administered by the San Diego Association of Governments
and is scheduled to expire in 2008.

= The City of Albuquerque, New Mexico and Bernalillo County both have a 5% set-aside
of street bond funds which go to trails and bikeways. For the City, this has amounted to
approximately $1.2 million every two years for these facilities. The City voters last year
passed a 1/4 cent gross receipts tax for transportation which includes approximately $1
million per year for the next ten years for trail development. In addition, many of the on
street facilities are being developed as a part of other road projects and bicycle facilities
are being incorporated into the roadway budgets for new roads or resurfacing projects

= Pinellas County, Florida, built much of the Pinellas Trail system with a portion of a one-
cent sales tax increase voted for by county residents.

= Seattle, Washington and King County voters approved a $100 million bond issue to
protect open space in the urban area; $33 million was set-aside for trail development.
The Seattle Department of Public Works used about $6 million per annum for the City's
bike program.
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= Denver, Colorado invested $5 million in its emerging trail network with a bond issue,
which also funded the city's bicycle planner for a number of years.

= In Eagle County, Colorado (which includes Vail) voters passed a transportation tax that
earmarks 10% for trails, about $300,000 a year.

= In Colorado Springs, Colorado, 20 percent of the new open space sales tax is designated
for trail acquisition and development totaling $5-6 million per year.
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CHAPTER 4 -- GEORGIA PEDESTRIAN LAWS

At the state level, there are a number of pedestrian laws that specifically describe the
responsibilities of both pedestrians and motorists at locations where there is an interaction
between the two modes, most specifically at pedestrian crossings. These laws help to provide
the context in which the two modes should be able to operate safely. This Chapter provides a
brief discussion on the rights and responsibilities of pedestrians and motorists. The sections of
Georgia Code on which this information is based are provided in Appendix F.

Legal Definition of a Crosswalk

In order to understand the legal responsibilities and rights of pedestrians pertaining to roadways,
it is first important to understand what constitutes a crosswalk. A legal crossing location may
exist even if it is not necessarily marked on the roadway. The 1992 Uniform Vehicle Code
(Section 1-112) defines a crosswalk as:

(@) That part of a roadway at an intersection included within the connections of the
lateral lines of the sidewalks on opposite sides of the highway measured from the
curbs, or in the absence of curbs, from the edges of the traversable roadway; and
in the absence of a sidewalk on one side of the roadway, the part of a roadway
included within the extension of the lateral lines of the existing sidewalk at right
angles to the centerline.

(b) Any portion of a roadway at an intersection or elsewhere distinctly indicated for
pedestrian crossing by lines or other markings on the surface.

Thus, legal crosswalks exist at all public intersections

where there is a sidewalk on at least one side of the At crosswalks

street. The only way a crosswalk can exist at a mid- || s :::;:t
block location is if it is marked.  Specifically, » ]]] pedestrians
crosswalks serve as the pedestrian right-of-way across a always have
street. The level of connectivity between pedestrian [F3Es o = t:';‘:g'“
facilities is directly related to the placement and === | e

consistency of street crossings. Many pedestrians and
motorists do not understand the legal definition of a
crosswalk and think that there is no crosswalk unless it
is marked (FWHA, 2000).
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Motorist and Pedestrian Rights of Way

The following right of way information is provided by PEDS, an Atlanta area pedestrian
advocacy organization. It is also available through a brochure from the Georgia Governor’s
Office of Highway Safety website at www.gahighwaysafety.org.

Who Has the Right of Way? What Motorists Should Know About Pedestrians’
Rights
Motorists' Responsibilities

When a motorist meets a pedestrian in the road, who has the Right of Way? According to Georgia Law, when a
pedestrian shows an intention to cross the street by stepping off the curb, motorists must stop and stay stopped to
allow the pedestrian to cross when the pedestrian is within a marked crosswalk.

Intersections without Signals

In 1995, the Georgia Legislature changed the Crosswalk Law. Drivers approaching crosswalks with pedestrians in
them must stop and stay stopped, not just yield to them.

At crosswalks without signals, pedestrians always have the right of way.
Intersections with Signals

Drivers turning right or left on green must stop and stay stopped for pedestrians. Before turning left, they must
watch for pedestrians as well as oncoming traffic.

Before turning right on red, drivers must look to their passenger side. Someone could be walking in front of the car.
The flashing "Don't Walk" light provides a clearance time for pedestrians; it does not give drivers the right of way.
Respect Crosswalks

Know where the crosswalks are. Crosswalks exist on all four corners of most intersections in Georgia, whether or
not they are marked by painted lines.

Drivers must not stop in the crosswalk. Instead, they must stop behind the stop bar so that pedestrians can cross the
street safely.

When approaching a car in another lane that has stopped at a crosswalk, drivers must stop. A pedestrian is probably
crossing the street in front of that car.

Sidewalks Are For Walking

Before pulling out of a driveway, parking lot or garage, drivers must stop behind the sidewalk and check for
pedestrians who might be using the sidewalk.

When stopping, standing or parking a vehicle, drivers must stay off of sidewalks and avoid blocking the sidewalk
area of driveways.

Use of Segways

The Segway is an Electronic Personal Assistive Mobility Device (EPAMDs). Electrically propelled, this two-
wheeled device is designed to transport one person with a maximum speed less than 20 mph. In Georgia, this device
is permitted on sidewalks and must adhere to all pedestrian laws. Users must yield the right of way to pedestrians
on sidewalks; Segways may not travel on sidewalks at speeds higher than 7 mph; and Segways traveling above 7
mph should follow the same rules as cyclists (in the street, in the same direction as motor vehicles).
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Sidewalks are for Pedestrians

Section 40-6-144 of the Georgia Code requires that “No person shall drive any vehicle upon a
sidewalk or sidewalk area except upon a permanent or duly authorized driveway”. The Georgia
Code defines bicycles as vehicles; therefore this law applies not only to motor vehicles but to
bicycles as well. Excluding multi-use paths, sidewalks are designed for pedestrian travel. Use
by cyclists can raise safety issues in the interaction between pedestrians and bicyclists, and also
for vehicles entering/exiting access point along the roadway where motorists may not be
anticipating a cyclist to be present. Additional information on the rights and responsibilities for
bicyclists is provided in the Georgia DOT publication, Georgia Bike Sense.

Due to some ambiguity about the definition of “vehicle”, some local jurisdictions have enacted
more explicit regulations prohibiting bicycles from using sidewalks within certain districts or
jurisdictions. For example, within Athens-Clarke County, bicycles are prohibited from using the
sidewalks in areas within a district zoned as business or in an area defined as a downtown tax
district.  In the City of Atlanta, bicycles are similarly restricted within the business districts and
central business district. In addition, there is an age restriction imposed that prohibits anyone
over the age of 13 from riding on any sidewalk in any zoning district. Where bicyclists are
traveling on sidewalks, right of way should always be yielded to pedestrians.

Riding on the sidewalk is a significant contributing factor in bicycle/motor vehicle collisions.
Once again, the perception is that someone is safer riding on the sidewalk than on the road - and
many motorists and even law enforcement officers repeat that message. The problem is that
bicyclists are not safer on the sidewalk because they become almost invisible to the motorist.
When a driver turns, either left or right, or into a driveway or alley, they are simply not looking
for, or expecting to encounter, a bicyclist. (bicyclinginfo.org, 2005). Since cyclists may be
traveling 12mph to 20mph, a motorist has less reaction time to stop for a bicyclist crossing
his/her path at an intersection or driveway, than for a pedestrian who may be traveling at 2mph —
3mph.

Trail and Path Regulations

Georgia has a number of recreational trails and shared use paths throughout the state that are
built to accommodate pedestrians, cyclists, and other non-motorized users. An example of such
a path is the Silver Comet Trail that stretches from west Atlanta to Alabama. Georgia Code does
not specifically regulate the use of such paths, however it does specify that shared use paths must
meet the minimum accepted design guidelines set forth by the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) [Code Section 40-6-294 (d)]. Shared use
paths, while not specifically regulated by law, require similar etiquette as would be used on the
road. User should yield to pedestrians on foot and keep to the right so as to allow other users to
pass on the left. All signs and markings should be obeyed and users should pull off to the side of
the path if they intend to stop. The Georgia Bike Sense guide is available from GDOT and
provides additional information on how path users -- cyclists, walkers and others -- can safely
share the space.
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CHAPTER 5 -- PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND EDUCATION
STRATEGIES

A fundamental question for users of pedestrian facilities is “How Safe is this Mode of
Transportation?” To answer this question, it is helpful to understand which pedestrians are at the
greatest risk, how common pedestrian safety problems can be addressed, and how a better
understanding of pedestrian issues by the general public can enhance pedestrian safety. It is also
important to understand the differences between pedestrian safety, due to exposure to the
pedestrian infrastructure, and pedestrian security. Security is enhanced by promoting improved
visibility (street lighting, open pedestrian-friendly facilities, etc.). Safety is enhanced by
reducing the risk of exposure to pedestrians to crashes with other modes of transportation.

Who Is at Risk?

Traveler safety is an essential component of a successful transportation infrastructure system. In
Georgia, approximately 74% of all pedestrian-involved crashes occur in urban environments;
however, Table 6 shows that while only 26% of crashes involving pedestrians occur in rural
areas, almost 42% of pedestrian fatalities happen in these same rural environments. This
observation is generally due to the higher likelihood of high-speed vehicles at locations that do
not have sidewalks or even paved shoulders available for pedestrian access in rural areas.

Table 6 shows that approximately 83% of pedestrians involved in a crash during the years
spanning 2000 to 2003 were injured and 6% of pedestrians involved in a crash were killed. By
comparison, for the approximately 1.3 million reported crashes (excluding pedestrian crashes) in
Georgia for the same timeframe, approximately 27% of the crashes resulted in an injury or
fatality. Of the total persons involved in these crashes, about 15% received some form of non-
fatal injury; meanwhile less than 0.2 % resulted in a fatality. Even though the number of auto
related injuries and deaths is much higher than pedestrian-related injuries and fatalities, cars give
some level of protection to the passengers and provide a better chance of surviving the crash.
Pedestrians remain much more vulnerable, with a greater chance of an injury or fatality when
involved in a collision with a vehicle.

Table 6. Georgia Crashes by Area Type (2000 - 2003)

Pedestrians Involved Pedestrians Injured Pedestrians Killed
Area Percent Percent Percent
Number Number Number
Type (%) (%) (%)
Rural 2,620 25.9 2,101 25.0 261 41.8
Urban 7,499 74.1 6,315 75.0 363 58.2
Total 10,119 100.0 8,416 100.0 624 100.0

Source: Based on data from the Georgia Department of Motor Vehicle, Crash Analysis, Statistics & Information

(CASI) Report
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Pedestrian crashes occur every month of the year. Figure 1 shows the monthly distribution of
Georgia fatal crashes in 2003. In general, nationwide pedestrian fatalities tend to be at their peak
during September through January, months with less daylight each day and more inclement
weather (Harkey & Zegeer, 2004).

18

16

dillnll

January February  March April June July August September October November December
Month of Year

Source: USDOT, National Center for Statistics & Analysis, Fatality Analysis Reporting System
Figure 1. Georgia 2003 Pedestrian Fatalities per Month
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Source: USDOT, National Center for Statistics & Analysis, Fatality Analysis Reporting System
Figure 2. Georgia 2003 Pedestrian Fatalities per Day of Week

Figure 2 shows the distribution by day of the week of pedestrian fatalities in Georgia for the year
2003. As is typical nationwide, pedestrian crashes are generally over-represented on weekend
days. For 2003, Friday, Saturday, and Sunday comprised 50% of the total fatal pedestrian
crashes in Georgia.

“More than one-third of all
Figure 3 shows the time of day at which pedestrian fatalities pedestrians 16 years of age
occurred in Georgia during 2003. The largest number of or older killed in traffic
fatalities occurred between 9 PM and midnight. This time crashes in 2003 had Blood
period is typical for adult pedestrians or motorists who combine | Alcohol Content (BAC) levels

alcohol with their nighttime activities. Speeds are also typically 0.08 g/dl or higher.”
lower between 3 PM and 6 PM, which would result in fewer -NHTSA, MADD
crashes, and fewer life-threatening injuries when crashes do www.nhtsa.dot.qov

occur. Although pedestrian fatalities peak during nighttime

www.madd.org

hours, pedestrian-involved crashes generally peak between 3
PM and 6 PM (Harkey & Zegeer, 2004). This peak afternoon period is also the time of day
when children between the ages of 5 and 9 are at the greatest risk.
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Figure 3. Georgia 2003 Pedestrian Fatalities Age versus Time of Day

In 2003, more than 50% of the Georgia pedestrian fatalities occurred on higher-speed arterial
roadways. Figure 4 depicts the distribution of fatal pedestrian injuries and the associated
roadway functional classification as explained below. Values presented in Tables 3 and 4
represent the total number of pedestrian fatalities occurring within Georgia during the calendar
year 2003. Fatal crashes for child pedestrians age 9 or younger occurred most frequently on
local roads or streets. This age group is the most vulnerable to intersection and midblock crashes
where the pedestrian abruptly dashes into the active roadway (Harkey & Zegeer, 2004).
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Source: USDOT, National Center for Statistics & Analysis, Fatality Analysis Reporting System
Figure 4. Georgia 2003 Pedestrian Fatalities Age versus Functional Classification

The functional classification of a roadway is the method used to describe the purpose of the
roadway in terms of mobility and access that translates into the design attributes of the roadway.
The classifications span the spectrum from local neighborhood streets to Interstate facilities. At
the local end, streets are smaller and focus less on mobility and more on access. However, the
range of classifications progress, there is a gradual shift in roadway purpose culminating in
Interstate-type facilities that focus on mobility with limited access. As mobility becomes more
important, roadway size and vehicle speed generally both increase. Within the middle of the
range, an arterial street can be a primary urban street or rural highway. Collector roadways are
generally smaller and carry fewer vehicles and serve the primary purpose of providing the
connection between the local roadways and the arterials.
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